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Translator’s preface 


The document presented here is a peculiar one. And that is for two reasons. Firstly, because of its 
context; it is an analysis and critique of so-called “really existing socialism” written in 1989 as that 
system was collapsing. Secondly, because of its author, Wsiewolod Wolczew (1929-1993)", who 


first came into public consciousness in the early 1980s as one of that system’s most rabid defenders. 
Wolczew and the Katowice Party Forum™ 


Wolczew’s first moment in the limelight came during the acute political-economic crisis in Poland 
in the early 1980s. As a result of a strike wave and growing “Solidarity” movement the ruling 
Polish United Workers’ Party (Polska Zjednoczona Partia Robotnicza, PZPR) scheduled Ninth 
Emergency Party Congress to be held July 14-20, 1981. The lead-up to the Congress saw 


mobilization of hardliners (known as “hardheads”, twardogtowi, or “the (Party) concrete”, beton 


(partyjny)). 


The largest and best organized hardliner organization was the Katowice Party Forum (Katowickie 
Forum Partyjne, KFP) assembled under political patronage of Andrzej Zabiriski, member of the 
Politburo and First Secretary of the local Voivodeship Committee (and therefore head of the largest 
regional Party organization in Poland). Wotczew was the main theoretician, organizer and public 


face of the Forum. 


The first meeting of the Katowice Party Forum took place on May 15, 1981 and gathered about a 
hundred people. The program was adopted, four resolutions were passed and the newspaper “For 
Socialism” (“O Socjalizm”) was established. The gathered attacked “Solidarity” as a 
counterrevolutionary movement and demanded its ruthless suppression. The substantial part of their 
criticism was aimed however at the party-state leadership who they accused of rightist opportunism. 
In its programmatic declaration the KFP thundered: “The entire party and its individual members, 
under the pressure of foreign ideological influences, which have always been supported and 


patronized in the past and currently by right-wing opportunism and bourgeois liberalism in the 


* Wolczew’s biography is contained in Edward Koralczuk’s article in this volume. 

** All information in this section comes from: Gasztold P., Towarzysze z betonu. Dogmatyzm w PZRP 1980-1990, 
Warsaw 2019. While this work, like all works published by the Institute of National Remembrance, has an obvious 
anti-communist slant, it remains most exhaustive secondary source on the “hard-line” current. On KFP: pp. 152- 
173. 
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ranks of the party itself, have lost the ideological, political and programmatic compass of the fight 


for socialism.”. 


In the resolution “On Party matters”, Forum members warned of the factionalism and party’s 
degeneration: “Day by day, liberal-bourgeois, Trotskyist-Zionist views, nationalism, agrarianism, 
clericalism, class solidarism, and particularly anti-Soviet views and sentiments cultivated by the 
right-wing are spreading more and more widely in the party. (...) These circumstances call into 
question the real ability of the Congress to restore the Party's Marxist-Leninist character, cohesion 
of ranks, and ability to lead the working class in the process of socialist construction. If the struggle 
against all opportunists in the party and the right-wing in society is not resolved in the near future, it 
may lead to the complete loss of the PZPR's leading role and of all the achievements of socialism in 
Poland. We strongly protest against the impunity and freedom of revisionists and factionalists in 
destroying the party. We call on the communists in the Central Committee and the Politburo for 


clear ideological and political self-determination”. 


According to the attendees, the party proved to be incapable or unwilling to solve the crisis. 
Wolczew was of the opinion that the discussion in the party was focused primarily on the effects, 
not the causes, of the crisis. Another discussant, in turn, believed that the term “renewal” was 
overused: “if one constantly talks about renewal or even embellishes it with the adjective ‘socialist’, 
and at the same time does not clearly state that it can only consist in better practice of socialist 
construction — it becomes a screen for forces that have little to do with significant renewal.” The 


KPF participants treated “renewal” as a slogan used by opponents of socialism. 


KFP presented its program in the proclamation “What kind of renewal are we for?”. In economic 
matters, they emphasized the material needs of the proletariat. They advocated “a fair division of 
national income according to the quantity and quality of work”, “setting an upper limit on basic 
wages and limiting income from sources other than one's own labor”, “shaping market production 
to meet the needs of an average working person and his family”, “democratic and fair distribution 
of scarce goods, but not on the basis of price-gouging”, “increasing funds for social protection of 
people with the lowest incomes, invalids and pensioners”, “subjecting the housing economy to 
thorough social control”, “equal access of all working people to the achievements of national 


culture, education and science”, “taking into account the interests and needs of the young generation 


in the policy of the party and the state” and “class-based treatment of socialist democracy as a 
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democracy for the working class and working people”. They also expressed concern about the 
prospect of the restoration of capitalism, speaking out “against the legally sanctioned exploitation of 
working people by the small-capitalist sector, speculators, as well as others appropriating an undue 


part of the national income”, “against various forms of reprivatization of health care, education, 


services” and “against furthering dependence of Polish economy on the capitalist division of labor”. 


They also expressed a hard law-and-order agenda which conflated opposition activity, bureaucratic 
abuses and common criminality. They advocated “severe and fair accountability and punishment of 
those responsible for deviations from the ideological and moral principles of socialism, those guilty 
of abuses, violations of the law and the rule of law, regardless of party affiliation, functions held 
and the nature of activities", condemned "unjustified attacks on honest party members and its 
activists, (...) campaigns of slander and calumny against party activists”, “challenging court 
judgments” and “customarily sanctioned bribery, patronage and bureaucracy”. They also took a 
hard stance “against violating the principles of the rule of law, against tolerating crime and common 
hooliganism, against obstructing public order and justice bodies in fulfilling their constitutional 


obligations”. 


Conceming the internal party policies, the hardliners declared themselves “against eliminating 
workers from party and trade union leadership” and “against discrimination and limiting the 
freedom to express views based on Marxist-Leninist positions”. They also demanded a party-wide 
purge of rightist opportunists and “political chameleons who, often changing their views, spearhead 


each subsequent renewal and avoid responsibility for their previous activities”. 


Such rhetoric led the KFP towards a confrontation with the party leadership. The official press 
attacked the KFP as dogmatic factionalists violating the principles of democratic centralism. At the 
11th Plenum of the Central Committee (June 9), hardliners put forward a motion to dismiss the First 


Secretary Stanistaw Kania: 24 activists were in favor of Kania's removal, 89 against. 


Undeterred, in an open letter to delegates to the 9th Congress the KFP appealed: “We believe that 
there can be no unity in the party with people who openly or covertly challenge the assumptions of 


Marxism-Leninism, with right-opportunist and social-democratic forces”. 


However, the hardliners were defeated at the Congress. Both them and the reformist faction failed 
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to elect most of their members to the CC (including Zabiriski who lost his seat). The Congress also 
decided to liquidate all non-statutory organizations in the party. In mid-August 1981, the KFP's 
Programmatic Council announced that the current structure was being transformed into the Marxist- 
Leninist Seminar at the Voivodeship Ideological Training Center of the Voivodeship Committee of 


the PZPR in Katowice. 


The most lasting, if unintended, effect of the KFP's activity was the imposition of martial law on 
December 13, 1981. This move by the centrist party leadership was aimed not only at the 
suppression of “Solidarity” but also of intra-party opposition, as well as proving to the leadership in 
neighboring countries that the situation was under control. That last consideration was especially 
important considering that that KFP's activities were related with sympathy by official press of 
“fraternal” countries. Its documents were printed in Ostrava in Czechoslovakia and its activists were 


in close contact with ruling parties in other Warsaw Pact countries. 


During martial law the ruling junta under Jaruzelski’s leadership clamped down on the opposition, 
while at the same accelerating the process of capitalist restoration. Zabiriski was purged from his 
position as First Secretary of the Voivodeship Committee and KFP milieu was sidelined. The most 
publicly notable episode in Wotczew’s life came to an end. However this didn’t stop him from 
theoretically analyzing further the crisis of “really existing socialism” i.e. bureaucratically 


degenerated and deformed workers’ states. 


Wolczew’s mature analysis 
y 


This was analysis was contained in the article “Some remarks on the sources and premises of the 
current crisis of the world system of socialism” written in February-March 1989 and published as a 
pamphlet by the Association of Polish Marxists. In it Wotczew argued that roots of the crisis lay in 
1930s USSR, when as a result of low level of economic and cultural development power was 


monopolized by the ruling “managing stratum”. 


He stated that final victory of socialism is possible only at a global level. That goal was however 
undermined by the managing stratum that protected its economic and political privileges at the costs 
of erosion of “sprouts of socialism” within the existing social formation. In effect this stratum 


became an agent of capitalist restoration. 
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This analysis bears a striking resemblance to the one put forward by Leon Trotsky half a century 
earlier. It comes however from a man who just couple years earlier fear-mongered about 


“Trotskyists” in the ruling party. 


Nonetheless, there are also noticeable differences. While both Trotsky and Wolczew classify the 
ruling group as a stratum, the latter is inconsistent on this point. Wotczew writes: “In this situation 
the privileges meant that formally social ownership of the means of production actually found itself 
in the hands of the ruling stratum, and as a consequence became a tool for the development of its 
privileges by limiting the satisfaction of vital needs of the society and the capture of a significant 
part of the surplus product, i.e. by way of of the exploitation of direct producers amended by new 


relations.”” 


This would make the ruling group not a stratum but a class (in this Wotczew’s analysis shares some 


resemblance to the various theories of “state capitalism”). 


Also Trotsky, based on necessity of international socialism, concludes that main plane of struggle is 
in capitalists countries: “In the last analysis, Soviet Bonapartism owes its birth to the belatedness of 
the world revolution. (...) A victorious revolutionary movement in Europe would immediately shake 
not only fascism, but Soviet Bonapartism. In turning its back to the international revolution, the 
Stalinist bureaucracy was, from its own point of view, right. It was merely obeying the voice of 
self-preservation. (...) More than ever the fate of the October revolution is bound up now with the 
fate of Europe and of the whole world. The problems of the Soviet Union are now being decided on 
the Spanish peninsula, in France, in Belgium. (...) If the Soviet bureaucracy succeeds, with its 
treacherous policy of ‘people’s fronts’, in insuring the victory of reaction in Spain and France — and 
the Communist International is doing all it can in that direction — the Soviet Union will find itself on 
the edge of ruin. A bourgeois counterrevolution rather than an insurrection of the workers against 
the bureaucracy will be on the order of the day. If, in spite of the united sabotage of reformists and 
‘Communist’ leaders, the proletariat of western Europe finds the road to power, a new chapter will 
open in the history of the Soviet Union. The first victory of a revolution in Europe would pass like 
an electric shock through the Soviet masses, straighten them up, raise their spirit of independence, 


awaken the traditions of 1905 and 1917, undermine the position of the Bonapartist bureaucracy, and 


* Wolczew W., Some remarks..., ch. II. 
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acquire for the Fourth International no less significance than the October revolution possessed for 


the Third. Only in that way can the first Workers’ State be saved for the socialist future.”* 


Wolczew takes the opposite position: “The main plane of the struggle between capitalism and 
socialism on a global scale is therefore taking shape within the societies of socialist countries, not 
outside of them, and has a clearly internal character, as far as its deepest sources and socio- 
economic causes are concerned. (...) The fate of socialism is decided in the process of struggle for 
socialist transformations within these countries. These transformations ultimately determine the 


99 


prospects for the development of the socialist revolution on an international scale”. 


Given Wolczew’s emphasis on internal struggle against the managing stratum, it is noteworthy that 
he reamins rather vague about the subject and means of this struggle (unlike Trotsky, who clearly 
stated that a political revolution under the leadership of a vanguard proletarian party was 
necessary). According to Karolczuk, Wotczew struggled with this question: “Wolczew made 
several political mistakes. (...) W. Wotczew himself admitted that, among other things, during the 
Katowice Party Forum he made a mistake by not agreeing to establish a revolutionary workers’ 


party on the ruins of the PZPR”. 


In Wolczew’s defense, it might be argued that by 1989 the process of capitalist restoration was to 
advanced to conceive of Polish economy and of political tasks of communists within the framework 


of “really existing socialism” or a bureaucratically deformed workers’ state. 


If nothing else, we can marvel that Trotsky’s analysis was so prescient that, even after almost a 
century, the correctness of other theories of USSR-type societies can by judged merely by their 
conformity with it. And Wolczew’s work, despite its theoretical shortcomings, remains rich with 
sociological insights and observations, which could come only from a witness to the analyzed 
events. For this reason “Some remarks on the sources and premises of the current crisis of the world 


system of socialism” remains of interest. 


* Trotsky L., The Revolution Betrayed: What Is the Soviet Union and Where Is It Going?, ch. 11.3 
** ‘Wolczew W., Some remarks..., ch. I. 
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Translator’s note 


The article “Some remarks on the sources and premises of the current crisis of the world system of 
socialism” (Niektore uwagi w kwestii zrddet i przestanek aktualnego kryzysu Swiatowego systemu 
socjalizmu) was written by Wsiewotod Wotczew in February-March 1989. It published in the form 
of a pamphlet in the spring of 1989 by the Independent Field Section of the Association of Polish 
Marxists in Katowice, of which Wolczew was the chairman. On May 25, 1991 the publication was 
presented and discussed at a meeting of the Association of Polish Marxists in Warsaw. In 2001 it 
was published on the website of the Association of Polish Marxists. 

This translation is based on the version available on the website of the Center for Marxist Research 


and Studies. 


“The life and views of Docent, Dr. Habil. Wsiewotod Wolczew” (Zycie i poglqdy doc. dra hab. 
Wsiewotoda Wotczewa) by Edward Kowalczuk (under pseudonym “Towarzysz” (“Comrade”)) was 
published in The Critical Review: An Independent Magazine (Przeglqd Krytyczny: Pismo 
niezalezne — an official organ of the Katowice branch of the Association of Polish Marxists, 
published irregularly between 1991-2001), no. 11, December 1993. 

This translation is based on the version published on the website of the Association of Polish 


Marxists. 


Footnotes with Arabic numerals are present in original. 


Footnotes with asterisks and text in square brackets were added by the translator. 
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Comrade [Edward Karolczuk] — The life and views of Docent, Dr. Habil. Wsiewolod Wolczew 


Wsiewotod Wolczew’ was born on June 18, 1929 in Leningrad. His father, Vasyl, was a Bulgarian 
communist who, after the defeat of the first ever anti-fascist armed uprising in September 1923, led 
by communists, emigrated to the USSR in 1924. He was a researcher there, but he was executed in 


1938 during Stalinist purges and rehabilitated in 1956. 


W. Wolczew's mother, Ewelina, was a Russian, an accountant by profession. After unsuccessful 


attempts to explain the fate of her husband, she married a Pole living in the USSR. 


In 1946, W. Wolczew emigrated to Poland with his mother and stepfather, and although he 
sometimes regretted this decision, he became permanently associated with the Polish revolutionary 


workers' movement and entered its tradition. 


From 1947 to 1966, W. Wolczew worked in the youth and party apparatus. He showed a lot of 
determination in acquiring knowledge. He completed his secondary school leaving examination 
(matura) and economics studies on an extramural basis. In 1962 he received a master's degree in 


history, and in 1967 a master's degree in economics. 


From 1962 to 1970 he worked at the Maria Curie-Sklodowska University in Lublin, lecturing, 
among others, in the history of the USSR, statistics and demography, and at the same time dealing 


with the problems of Poland's modern history. In 1969 he obtained a doctorate in humanities. 


From 1970 to 1981 he worked at the University of Silesia in Katowice, where he was one of the 
organizers of the Institute of Political Sciences. In 1976, he defended his habilitation thesis in the 
field of political theory at the Higher School of Social Sciences at the CC of the Polish United 
Workers’ Party (PZPR) in Warsaw. 


In the years 1975-1981 he worked at the University of Silesia only part-time. From 1973 to 1990 he 
worked at the Silesian Scientific Institute in Katowice, where for some time he served as deputy 
director for scientific affairs and head of the Political Research Department. In 1981-1982 he was 


the actual leader of the Katowice Party Forum and the Katowice Marxist-Leninist Seminar, 


* Bcesonog Bomues (Vsevolod Volchev). 
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ruthlessly criticized by the mass media in the country and the large monopoly press in the West. In 
the second half of the 1980s, he also worked at the University of Szczecin, where he was the head 
of the Department of Political Theory and lectured on philosophy. In 1990 he took early retirement. 
In the last years of his life, he served as the chairman of the Association of Polish Marxists in 


Katowice. 


INTEREST IN HISTORY 


Docent, Dr. Habil. Wsiewotod Wotczew has numerous publications in the field of political science 
and modern history. They can be found, among others, in the pages of “Studia Nauk Politycznych”, 
“Zaranie Slaskie”, “Wojskowy Przeglad Historyczny”, “Roczniki Lubelski”, “Studia Historyczne”, 
“Z Pola Walki”, “Ideologia i Polityka” and “Acta Politica”. 


Historical issues dominated especially in the first period of his research in Lublin, although they 
also appear later. W. Wotczew researched, among others, the problem of the role of the propertied 
classes and intermediate strata in the Kingdom of Poland’, problems related to Poland regaining 
independence in 1918, the activities of the Polish Socialist Party (PPS) in Silesia and Dabrowa 
Basin, the problem of industrial development in the Lublin region, the radicalization of the peasant 
movement and the activities of the London camp” in the Lublin region after Poland regained 
independence [in 1944-45]. He commented on the research methodology in the history of the 
workers' movement, the activities of the Polish Socialist Party (PPS), Communist Party of Poland 
(KPP), Social Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania (SDKPiL) and Polish Workers' 
Party (PPR). He pointed to the socioeconomic, objective and subjective sources and causes of 


* Semi-autonomous part of the Russsian Empire existing between 1815 and 1917. 

** Political camp recognizing the bourgeois government-in-exile residing in London. 

*** Polish Socialist Party (PPS) was a Marxist party founded in 1892. It combined a socialist program with a demand 
for independent Poland. In 1906 the party split into the nationalist Revolutionary Faction (PPS-Frakcja 
Rewolucyjna) and the revolutionary Left (PPS-Lewica). During WWI PPS-Lewica adopted an internationalist- 
defeatist position, while PPS-FR sided with the Central Powers. After the war PPS-FR reconstructed itself as PPS 
and become the main legal left-wing party, while PPS-Lewica merged with SDKPiL into the Communist Workers’ 
Party of Poland (KPRP). During WWII PPS split again — the left-wing reconstituted itself after the war into so- 
called “Reborn PPS or “Lublin PPS”; the right-wing Polish Socialist Party — Freedom, Equality, Independence 
(PSS-WRN) allied itself with the London camp and became a counterrevolutionary force after the war. In 1948 the 
“Lublin” PPS merged with PPR into the Polish United Workers’ Party (PZPR). 

Social Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland (SDKP) was a revolutionary Marxist party founded in 1893. In 1898 
it merged with the Union of Workers of Lithuania (ZRL) into the Social Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland and 
Lithuania (SDKPiL). SDKPiL rejected the slogan of Polish independence and considered itself an autonomous part 
of Russian Social Democratic Labor Party. During WWI it adopted a revolutionary defeatist position. In 1918 it 
merged with PPS-Lewica into the Communist Workers’ Party of Poland (KPRP). 

In 1925 KPRP changed its name into Communist Party of Poland (KPP). KPP remained illegal for almost entirety 
of its existence. It was illegally dissolved by the Comintern in 1938. Most of KPP leaders were murdered during the 
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revisionism and the relative durability of the influence of bourgeois ideology on social 
consciousness during the period of socialist construction. In his studies, he also dealt with the 
problem of the place and role of youth organizations in the revolutionary process. He pointed to the 
role of Union of Youth Struggle (ZWM)” in unifying the youth movement, demanded an 
explanation of the reasons for the dissolution of Union of Polish Youth (ZMP) in 1956”, and was a 


spokesman for the political unity of the youth movement. 


THE REVOLUTIONARY CAUSE 


The guiding thread in all of W. Wolczew's publications is to analyze and contribute to the 
development of the world revolutionary process. He referred to the experiences of the Paris 
Commune of 1871, the Revolution of 1905-1907, the October Revolution of 1917 and subsequent 
experiences of socialist construction in the USSR and other countries. He pointed to the causes of 
outbreaks and breakdowns in the development of individual revolutions, their class essence. He 
tried to consider all experiences from the standpoint of the needs and interests of the working 
majority of society. He believed that the proletarian revolution was fundamentally different from all 
previous social revolutions. The proletarian revolution pursues “...the interests of a class which, due 
to its place in the system of relations of production, and therefore in the totality of social relations, 
not only is not interested in consolidating its current social situation, but on the contrary — its 
deepest interests dictate the need to abolish all relations, [and] that shape this distinctiveness. Any, 
even partial, perpetuation of economic social inequality — even in the conditions of socialization of 
the means of production — if it is not dependent on the immediate needs and conditions for 
achieving the goals of communism, must lead to the perpetuation of relations of inequality, and 
therefore social oppositions in general to the use of social ownership of the means production for 
the benefit of the economically and therefore politically privileged social strata” (Wielka 
Socjalistyczna Rewolucja Pazdziernikowa — pierwsze zwycieskie ogniwo Swiatowej rewolucji 
proletariackiej, Katowice 1977, pp. 37-38). At the same time, he did not idealize the level of 
consciousness, real needs and interests of individual sections of the working class. He believed that 


the proletariat, even after gaining political power in several countries, could be drawn into national 


Great Purge. 
Polish Workers’ Party (PPR) was a Stalinist party formed in 1942. In 1948 it merged with PPS into PZPR. 

* PPR’s youth wing founded in 1943. In 1948 together with other youth organisations it was merged into the Union 
of Polish Youth (ZMP). 

** As part of de-Stalinisation ZMP, the youth wing of PZRP, was dissolved in 1956 and replaced in 1957 by Union of 
Socialist Youth (ZMS) and Union of Rural Youth (ZMW). 
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wars and that the revolutionary process could be temporarily stopped or even reversed, but only to 
break out with new force and win at a certain higher stage. The abolition of relations of economic 
exploitation and political oppression can only be the work of the working class leading other social 
groups. Mobilizing the working class and all working people is the fundamental task of the 
revolutionary party of the working class. “Any ‘making’ of a revolution in place of the proletariat 
and ‘for’ the proletariat means in practice making it dependent on its ‘liberators’, their alienation 
from the working class, consolidation of social differentiation in new conditions, maintaining 
relations of dependence and subordination of the working class to its' ‘liberators’, impeding the 


development of its independence” (ibid., p. 44). 


The enormous role of the proletariat is confirmed by the events after 1980 — the counter- 
revolutionary forces would not have been able to achieve a temporary victory over socialism if they 
had not gained the support of the majority of the working class. Maintaining political power by the 
post-Solidarity camp, supported by international capital, is possible provided that it constantly fuels 
the ideological, political and economic fragmentation of the working class, makes demagogic 
promises to it, intimidates its basic units, and discriminates and denigrates in the mass media 


revolutionary political groups that have programmatic alternative. 


THE SCIENCE OF POLITICS 


Another set of issues that Wotczew devoted himself to were the problems of Marxist-Leninist 
political theory. He was one of the first in Poland to comprehensively analyze a number of 
methodological issues in political science. He pointed to the origins and essence of politics as a 
social phenomenon both in an antagonistic society and at the early stage of socialist 
transformations. He showed the whole wealth of dependencies and relations between politics and 
economics, social relations, ideology, management of social processes, objective conditions and the 
subjective factor of social development, between domestic and international politics. Unlike most 
“official Marxists” in Poland, he distinguished social relations [stosunki socjalne] as a separate and 
specific sphere of social relations [stosunkéw spotecznych]", and also pointed out the mutual 
relations and dependencies between the psyche and social consciousness. He undertook to locate the 
theory of politics in the general theory of Marxism. He commented on the curriculum and teaching 


of the subject of basic political science at universities. 


* A probable mistake; probably should be: “... he distinguished political relations as a...”. 
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He devoted most of his attention to these issues in the 1970s. The most important publication in this 
respect is his habilitation thesis, published by KiW in 1978, entitled “Basic questions of Marxist- 
Leninist political theory” (“Podstawowe zagadnienia marksistowsko-leninowskiej teorii polityki”). 
This work had a significant impact on the development of Polish political science. However, some 
political scientists deliberately ignored its existence, which did not stop them from copying 


fragments of this book, using the generalizations contained in it and presenting them as their own. 


Wolczew argued against the widespread treatment of politics as a “political game”, as a result of 
which the interests of different individuals and social groups are pursued regardless of objective 
historical circumstances. He condemned the principle of manipulation in politics, which consisted 
in determining from the point of view of specific needs and interests, a double interpretation of the 
assumptions of political activity: one for the use of the guided and befuddled masses which had to 
be taken into account, and the other, real one, for the "initiated" who decide and “steer” social 


development depending on current conditions and situations. 


Politics, as a specific sphere of social life and class relations, was shaped and developed as an 
expression of the struggle of individual classes to pursue their separate interests through means of 
non-economic violence, as an expression of their mutual relations and position towards each other 
in practice. Each class and social stratum is a potential or actual bearer of political relations, which 
result from its separate interests, determined by the position it holds in society. He considered calls 
for the “apoliticism” in social life to be a hypocritical mask of counter-revolutionary forces or an 
expression of extreme stupidity, which is ultimately also exploited by the forces of social reaction. 
Currently, “apoliticism” is reflected in the concept of the Non-partisan Bloc for Support of 
Reforms, i.e. perpetuating capitalism and increasing the exploitation of the majority of working 


people, promoted by L. Watesa and his people’. 
COMPROMISES 


For years, the belief persisted, fueled especially by people from Jaruzelski's team, that W. Wolczew 


* Non-partisan Bloc for Support of Reforms (BBWR) was an electoral coalition established in 1993 by Polish 
president Lech Walesa. After winning only 5% of the vote in 1993 parliamentary elections it quickly disintegrated. 
It’s name and acronym was a reference to the interwar pro-junta organization, Non-partisan Bloc for Cooperation 
with the Government (BBWR). 
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was a dogmatic man and not willing to make any compromises. The reality was completely 
different. W. Wolczew remained faithful to the methodology of Marxism-Leninism, he considered 
it his duty to fight and criticize all those for whom invoking Marxism-Leninism was only a 
smokescreen for revisionist and bourgeois views on reality and social practice, the proverbial 
pulling of wool over eyes. He valued people who openly declared views hostile to Marxism, but 
looked at reality soberly, much more highly than various types of careerists and opportunists with 
superficial knowledge of Marxism and reality. For W. Wotczew, compromises were a way to 
achieve the basic goal, which was to eliminate economic exploitation and political and spiritual 
oppression. All those who supported Jaruzelski's team (and others) in the name of "compromises" 
lectured W. Wotczew and accused him of ideological and political dogmatism supported — 
consciously or unconsciously, directly or indirectly — the process of the creeping counter-revolution, 
betrayed the goals of the revolution themselves or were betrayed and left at the “broken trough”. All 
those who maintained intellectual and political honesty must agree with W. Wotczew that he 


warned about the consequences that the majority would feel many years later. 


According to W. Wolczew, compromises reflected a specific level of development of social 
relations and particular opportunities to achieve the goals of a given class. They are therefore a 
historical necessity at every stage of social development. He considered compromises from the 
point of view of the needs of socialist transformations and the creation of conditions for the working 
class to implement these transformations. They were intended to consolidate the alliance of the 
working class with other classes and strata and strengthen its leading role. He also believed that 
compromises in ideology were contrary to its essence, because they meant renouncing one's own 
and recognizing foreign interests and goals, as well as giving up class autonomy and independence. 
“Tf politics — wrote W. Wolczew — occurs, among others, as a sphere of social relations in which the 
basis and conditions of social compromises are formed, necessary from the point of view of the 
interests of the entire society and individual classes and strata - political ideology is the element of 
politics that theoretically determines the principles of political practice from the point of view of the 
basic interests of a specific class. By theoretically determining the conditions for changes in the 
politics of a particular class, political ideology itself, in its basic assumptions, does not undergo 
changes as long as a given class or stratum exists as a separate element of the social structure” 
(Podstawowe zagadnienia marksistowsko-leninowskiej teorii polityki. Polityczna problematyka 


materializmu historycznego, Warsaw 1978 , p. 309). 
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Wolczew was against a simplified understanding of being uncompromising in ideology. The 
principle of being uncompromising [bezkompromisowos¢] means that ideological politics 
(propaganda) cannot use solutions that call into question or obscure in the eyes of the masses the 
ideological assumptions of Marxism as a theory of social development. Arguing against identifying 
and equating ideological policy with ideology as a theory, he believed that ideological policy should 
take into account the different levels of development of social consciousness in various millieus, 
and that it can only solve those problems in the development of consciousness, expression of which 
corresponds to the objective needs and possibilities of society. “Hence, the uncompromising nature 
of socialist policy in the field of ideology consists in defending and openly proclaiming the 
theoretical assumptions of Marxism as the methodological basis of revolutionary practice. In the 
process of combining these principles with the consciousness of the masses, ideological policy must 
take into account specific historical circumstances in which individual practical decisions related to 
the process of shaping socialist consciousness may take the form of ad hoc political compromises; 
however, in the long run these compromises must be subordinated to the question of shaping the 
conditions necessary for the final victory of the principles of scientific communism. Therefore, also 
in the field of ideological politics, there is a need to take into account the particular requirements of 


strategy and tactics” (Podstawowe zagadnienia..., p. 344). 


Wotczew believed that the ideological struggle should be particularly uncompromising in the sphere 
of science, which should also be integrated with the needs of socialist construction and used to 
shape the scientific worldview of society in all areas. Therefore, he had many fierce opponents in 
the scientific community, who often imputed to him views that he did not express, many of them 
respected his knowledge and method of argumentation, and therefore avoided open and direct 


discussions. 


PATRIOTISM 


Some of W. Wolczew's opponents used his national origin against him. In a “friendly” way, they 
even advised changing his surname to a more "Polish" one. And still others, pretending not to 
understand the essence of the dispute, presented him as a “cosmopolitan internationalist”, thus 


proving their ignorance and complete confusion of concepts. 


Wolczew considered the national question from a class perspective. He believed that the emergence 
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of classes precedes the emergence of nations and has a decisive influence on their formation and 
development. National interests are represented by individual classes according to their needs and 
aspirations. The class that spearheads revolutionary transformations acts on behalf of the majority 
of society, and therefore on behalf of the nation. Within the bourgeois nation, national interests are 
represented by two basic classes, i.e. the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, which fight among 
themselves on various levels and present their own interests as national. This does not mean, 
however, that in certain conditions of a threat to national existence, ad hoc cooperation between 
these two social classes cannot occur. But in such an alliance both classes often maintain different 
positions towards national interests. The bourgeoisie strives to ensure the conditions of its class rule 
within the nation, and the working class — to create conditions favorable to the overthrow of the 


bourgeoisie. 


Wolczew considered it his patriotic duty to fight for socialism in Poland. For him, patriotism was an 


integral part of proletarian internationalism. 


Wolczew was accused of not taking into account Polish national specificity. Many years of practice 
have shown that his adversaries, cultivating the bourgeois-noble traditions of old Poland, used them 
to fight socialism and Marxism as such. The traditions of a nation, as we know, can be 
revolutionary or counter-revolutionary. Due to their goals, W. Wolczew's opponents could not 
recognize the revolutionary traditions of the Polish nation. W. Wolczew, especially in the first 
period of his research, fought to bring out and recall the revolutionary traditions of the Polish 
nation. Therefore, he knew the modern history of Poland very well — much better than some 
bourgeois “patriots”, the effect of “patriotism” of which was Poland's dependence on highly 
developed capitalist countries, the ruin of the Polish economy, and the lowering of the standard of 


living of most working people. 


For W. Wotczew, the peaceful coexistence of states with opposing socioeconomic systems was an 
indispensable stage in the development of the world socialist revolution. However, he was not a 
pacifist — he considered defensive, just and revolutionary wars necessary under certain conditions, 
supported the fight of the Palestinian people to have their own state, and condemned American 
aggression in Libya and Iraq (although he acknowledged the violation of democracy by Saddam 
Hussein's regime). But at the same time, contrary to various insinuations, he was an opponent of 


“exporting the revolution” to countries where the conditions for its victory were not ripe. Peaceful 
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coexistence was a specific form of struggle for socialism and initially it brought certain tangible 
results in the form of the collapse of the old colonial system, the formation of a world system of 
socialist states, and the development of progressive and revolutionary movements in a number of 
capitalist countries. Under the enormous pressure of these processes, capital was forced to mobilize 
its forces on a global scale and alleviate the effects of internal contradictions. The formation of a 
privileged managing stratum in societies trying to build socialism and its bourgeois aspirations and 
goals enabled international capital to go on the offensive and achieve a temporary, peaceful victory 


over the forces of socialism. 


In the 1980s, despite the difficulties, W. Wotczew devoted a lot of time to meetings with party, 
workers’ and youth activists. He was seen in the largest industrial plants in the Katowice 
Voivodeship. He believed that only from these circles could an impulse come from to put an end to 
the policy of creeping counter-revolution. However, anti-socialist forces, which had wide support in 
state power, were on the offensive. From the first moments of the introduction of martial law [in 
1981], W. Wotczew believed that it was not introduced to defend socialism, but to defend the 
interests of the privileged managing stratum and discredit socialism. At the beginning of 1982, he 
was counting on the possibility of a quick collapse of Jaruzelski's rule. However, this did not 
happen — thanks to administrative pressure Jaruzelski's team managed to stop the decline in 
production, prepare conditions for a peaceful takeover of power by the counter-revolutionary forces 


and postpone his political downfall. 


In the first half of the 1980s, Wolczew wrote and published very little. Expanding his knowledge in 
the field of philosophy, he deals with the issue of social needs and interests — the last official 
publications in this field come from 1988 and 1990. These articles constitute a methodological 
introduction to the analysis of the causes of the crisis of the international workers' movement and 


the collapse of early socialist societies. 


The second set of research problems in the 1980s are the program, strategy and tactics of the 
international workers' movement. He had spoken out many times about the leading role of the 
Marxist-Leninist party many years earlier. The actual deepening of this analysis took place in the 


second half of the 1980s, when Jaruzelski's team completely paralyzed the PZPR. 


Works in this field deserve to be made available to a wider range of readers. Until the last moments 
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of his life, W. Wotczew worked to create conditions for the establishment of a workers' party in 
Poland and the revival of the international revolutionary workers' movement. For this purpose, he 
developed numerous contacts and published articles. He believed that the main obstacle to 


achieving this goal was rightist and leftist opportunism. 


ON STALINISM 


Of great importance for the international workers' movement was the writing and publication at the 
turn of February and March 1989 of a study entitled “Some remarks on the sources and premises of 
the current crisis of the world system of socialism”. At that time, it was the first such 
comprehensive and in-depth treatment of the causes of the collapse of "real socialism", especially in 
the USSR. In this work, W. Wolczew presented, among others: his view on the historical 
boundaries of the transition period from capitalism to socialism, the importance of socialization of 
the means of production and his attitude to the "cult of personality", his view on the social sources 


of repression in this period. 


There are no grounds to consider W. Wolczew a supporter of “Stalinism”. In his opinion, during the 
so-called cult of personality period the initial premises for the defeat of the revolutionary workers' 
movement at current stage formed. According to W. Wolczew, the entire system of political- 
systemic degeneration in the USSR in the 1930s-1950s could not have been created under the 
influence of Stalin's personality, his character, mental and health features. No man, even a great 
man with seemingly unlimited power, can “create” a system of social relations in accordance with 
his own whims, if in his activities he does not express the interests and goals of powerful social 
groups and does not benefit from their active support. According to W. Wolczew, endowing Stalin 
with almost divine features served to perpetuate the real sources of the deformation and crisis of 
socialism. “At the basis of the formation of the cult of J. Stalin laid specific socioeconomic 
contradictions of that era, the same contradictions whose development and exacerbation led to the 


99* 


contemporary crisis of socialism.”” W. Wolczew, however, noticed that both revisionist and anti- 
socialist forces were united in criticism of J. Stalin. In practice, their criticism of the cult of 
personality took the form of anti-communism that was rampant and that utilized all available 


means. 


* Wolczew W., Some remarks..., ch. II. 
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The cult of personality was not limited to the USSR, but occurred in countries where Stalin had 
little to say (China, Yugoslavia). “There is therefore every reason to assume that the cult of 
personality, apart from the distortions and their scope in individual countries, is an objective 
regularity of the development of the initial stage of the transition from capitalism to socialism in 
backward countries, with the predominance of small, private producers in the city and the 
countryside. On the other hand, the systemic crisis of ‘real socialism’ is also not a coincidence, but 
an objective necessity that has become inevitable from the point of view of the development of its 
internal contradictions. The mutual relations here are clear — the cult of personality was one of the 
elements of the development and maturation of these contradictions and of the systemic crisis. 
However, more than 30 years after J. Stalin's death, it was neither the main nor the basic premise of 


this crisis.”” 


The needs and interests of the privileged stratum managing all areas of social life had a direct and 
overwhelming influence on the development and consequences of the cult of J. Stalin. Without the 
comprehensive support of this stratum, the cult of J. Stalin could not have existed. In turn, the cult 
of J. Stalin became a tool for this stratum to realize its privileged interests. “In the conditions of the 
1930s-1950s in the USSR, the privileged stratum could not yet do without J. Stalin, and J. Stalin 
could no longer do without it or curb its [managing stratum’s] bourgeois aspirations.” Mass 
repression during the period of the cult of J. Stalin had to correspond to the interests of this stratum 
— not only representatives of the former propertied classes were fought against, but also any 
criticism and initiative on the part of the working masses in the fight against deviations from the 
principles of socialism were nipped in the bud. Moreover, “... throughout the period, repression 
was an expression of struggle within the managing stratum itself, reflecting the struggle of various 
private interests. Therefore, this stratum was, in large part, not the perpetrator, but the actual 
initiator and organizer of most acts of repression. When the existing legal-political principles 
transformed from a factor favoring the development of privileges into a brake on them and this 
brake had to be removed, the political elite of the managing stratum decided to shift the entire 
responsibility, both for the groundless repressions and for the entire deformation of socialism, to 
one person””, i.e. J. Stalin. In practice, supporters of de-Stalinization paved the way for supporters 


of de-communization today. 


* Wolczew W., Some remarks..., ch. II. 
** Wolczew W., Some remarks..., ch. III. 
*** Wolczew W., Some remarks..., ch. III. 
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In fact, Wotczew turns out to be one of the most profound critics of the period of Stalinism, not its 


apologist. 


ON THE DEFEAT OF "REAL SOCIALISM" AND THE FALL OF THE POLISH 
PEOLPE’S REPUBLIC (PRL) 


Wolczew made his own original contribution to explaining the causes of the collapse of "real 


socialism" and the failure of the socialist revolution at its early stage. 


In his opinion, the socialist revolution has proven many times that if the working masses take part in 
it, it is invincible in an open clash with the bourgeois counter-revolution. But at the same time, it 
has so far proven incapable of opposing the counter-revolution, which arises from its own internal 
contradictions, which the revolution has not been able to resolve from the position of the interests of 
the working majority of society. The greatest threat to the socialist revolution arose from the 
processes of its internal disintegration, resulting from the inhibition of revolutionary 
transformations and the rebirth of old social relations within the emerging new system. Under the 
influence of bourgeois relations, the socialist revolution succumbed to degeneration and decay, and 
its further development turned increasingly into a return to capitalism. The revolution finally lost its 
dynamics and socialist essence in the USSR in the mid-1930s, but the process of its internal 
bourgeois transformation lasted for over half a century, while maintaining the basic gains of the 
working masses from the first victorious years, until the conditions for their open counter- 


revolutionary liquidation matured under the rule of Gorbachev- Yeltsin team. 


The direct social force that determined the transformation of the socialist revolution into a 
bourgeois counter-revolution was the powerful, privileged managing stratum. It pursued its selfish 
interests at the expense of the working masses and the inhibition of the socialist revolution. This 
inevitably led to an economic crisis and the defeat in technological and economic competition with 
the most developed capitalist countries. Removing the privileged managing stratum, due to the 
subordination of the entire political system to it and the lack of organized revolutionary forces, 
turned out to be impossible. Because the policies of the privileged managing stratum undermined 
the masses’ confidence in socialism, an open restoration of capitalism became inevitable. In this 
situation, some working people became either the new social base of the counterrevolution or the 


passive, wait-and-see majority. 
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These processes, having their own specificity, took place in all countries trying to build socialism, 
even where today there are still countries with a declared socialist orientation. If they do not draw 
the right conclusions about the causes of the defeat of “real socialism” in Central Europe and the 


USSR, sooner or later they will share their fate. 


In Poland, the privileged managing stratum subordinated the PZPR, trade unions and all other 
organizations of the political system, tolerated the existence of the anti-socialist opposition and 
repeatedly benefited from the support of the Catholic Church. As a result, we were dealing with two 
centers of anti-socialist counter-revolution. One was focused around the so-called official anti- 
socialist opposition, and the second one was located in the official structures of political power. A 
formal agreement between these two anti-socialist centers was reached at the “Round Table””, 
although in fact they had been cooperating for many years. The privileged managing stratum, most 
fully represented by Jaruzelski's team, handed over political power to the open counter-revolution in 
1989, and now advises and supports Solidarity teams in pillaging national wealth and robbing 


working people of social, economic and political gains. 


Wolczew mercilessly exposed the hypocrisy and pointed to the bourgeois essence of the slogan of 
reform and renewal of socialism, of de-Stalinization and struggle against dogmatism, of new 
thinking and perestroika. He opposed both the falsification of the history of the PRL by apologists 
of capitalism, as well as the idolatrous defense of everything in the history of the PRL and the 


PZPR that was definitely foreign to the essence and content of socialist transformations. 


In the period of euphoria of the forces of international capital caused by the collapse of the so-called 
real socialism, he pointed to a new stage of the universal crisis of capitalism and the bankruptcy of 
restoring capitalism in post-communist countries. He believed that with the fall of "real socialism" a 
new era of imperialist wars and colonial expansion had opened, and that, regardless of current 
peaceful declarations, Poland found itself face to face with Great Russian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian 
and German chauvinism. Struggle with this great threat is possible provided that all working people 


are mobilized on an international scale. 


Wolczew made several political mistakes. However, the attitudes to these errors, as well as to his 


* A series of talks between the government and Solidarity-led opposition from February 6 to April 5 1989. They are 
considered the beginning of political-economic transformation in Poland. 
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overall views and activities, may be very diverse and depend on assessments of the situation at a 
given moment and the programatic goals of the evaluators. W. Wolczew himself admitted that, 
among other things, during the Katowice Party Forum he made a mistake by not agreeing to 
establish a revolutionary workers' party on the ruins of the PZPR, but in the then-current situation 
he did not foresee the introduction of martial law by Jaruzelski's team. He also did not fully 
appreciate the perfidy of Jaruzelski's team, although he never had any illusions about it. At the 
beginning of the 1980s, he underestimated the influence of counter-revolutionary forces in the 
USSR. The analysis of these problems was deepened especially in the second half of the 1980s and 
the beginning of the 1990s, when he began to freely express his views in various unofficial 


revolutionary magazines. 
IN OPPOSITION 


Throughout his adult life, Wotczew has been in opposition to the official policy of the PRL period. 
He does not accept the fundamental direction of changes after 1956, he does not accept the policy of 
Gierek's period, he is against Jaruzelski's policy after 1980, he condemns the goals and assumptions 
of [1981] martial law, he is a strong opponent of the policy of the Solidarity government, he sees 
the danger and the fact of penetration of various circles by Zionist forces’. Like few people, he lived 


as he spoke and said what he thought. 


In 1981, W. Wolczew gained undisputed authority among the revolutionary forces as a theoretician 
and political leader. As befits an extraordinary man, he had many fierce enemies and opponents. 
There were intrigues and slander against him. Social isolation of Wotczew and falsification of his 
real political views and intentions were a way for counter-revolution and right-wing opportunism to 
fight the truth he preached. During the times of the Katowice Party Forum, he undoubtedly became 
one of the most slandered and attacked people in Poland and in the world. Agents of the PRL's 
Security Service harassed him with telephone calls and anonymous, threatening letters, and 


eavesdropped on telephone conversations. There were attempts to accuse him of financial abuse, so 


*  “Anti-Zionism” (actually camouflaged anti-Semitism) was a rallying slogan of the so called “national-communist” 
tendency., that emerged post-1956. It found support among low and middle level party bureaucrats, who saw their 
careers thwarted by Jews over-represented among high-ranking party and state dignitaries. Since anti-Semitism was 
officially condemned, “national communists” attacked their opponents as “Jewish bourgeois nationalists” or 
“Zionista”. The high point of their influence was the 1968 “March crisis” — an anti-Semitic purge organized by 
them with support from non-Communist veterans, officially sanctioned Catholic organizations and the Church. 
They were side-lined after 1970. After capitalist restoration most “national communists” drifted to the right and 
openly embraced reactionary-nationalist politics. 
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fashionable in 1980, but nothing came of it. The violence of the attacks he faced indirectly 
confirmed the accuracy of his thoughts and his greatness and importance recognized by his 
enemies. W. Wolczew was deprived of the opportunity to work at the Silesian Scientific Institute. 
After martial law was introduced, his application for the title of professor was blocked, he was 
removed from the position of deputy director at the Silesian Scientific Institute and he was given a 
notice of dismissal (later withdrawn). Fearing that his influence would increase in Silesia and the 
[Dabrowa] Basin, he was offered a job at the distant University of Szczecin. During the Solidarity 
government, he was denied the opportunity to participate in the research plan of the Silesian 
Institute of Science and was forced to take early retirement. The current heirs of the Security 
Service under the banner of the UOP” controlled his correspondence in a brutal manner. However, 
W. Wolczew never felt sorry for himself, he believed that people who were fighting against him 
using such methods, lacked substantive arguments and felt that their backs were to the wall. Even 
after his death, he seemed so dangerous to some that “Trybuna Slaska” refused to publish a paid 


obituary. 


Despite the harassment, W. Wolczew did not stop his activities. He only saw confirmation of the 
validity of his thoughts. For him, science was a revolutionary force. The fight against all remnants 
of bourgeois relations and against the rebirth of economic exploitation and the political and spiritual 
oppression of the working masses was the meaning, content and true calling of his life. Contrary to 
popular belief, he fought with caution and at the same time with all his passion, with all his heart, 
with all his personality. He defended his views at scientific conferences, meetings with workers, 
party activists, young people and students. He was a fiery speaker and an unrivaled master of 
debates. Mastering many areas of knowledge allowed him to use diverse arguments that reached 
different groups of listeners. He had a characteristic, loud voice with which he was able to move the 


most indifferent and shock his opponents. 


Wsiewotod Wotczew was an honest man, extremely demanding towards himself and others, 
cheerful and joyful, modest and behaving with dignity, trustworthy and punctual, friendly to people 
and sensitive to all injustice and social harm, hating tricks and platitudes, ready to make sacrifices 


in defense of his comrades and friends. 


Wolczew was perfectly aware that the victory of socialism in Poland would not come during his 
* In 1990 the Security Service (SB) was replaced with the Office of State Protection (UOP). In 2002 the UOP was 
split into the Internal Security Agency (ABW) and Intelligence Agency (AW). 
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lifetime and that it would have to be preceded by revolutionary-democratic transformations that 
would pave the way for it. He took all his actions with the next generation of revolutionaries in 
mind. He believed that revolutionaries should be prepared for a “long march” and an “unexpected 


storm”. 


In his last public speech, he expressed the view that in the current conditions, in the absence of a 
revolutionary workers' party, the only real force capable of stopping the offensive of extreme social 
reaction is the Democratic Left Alliance” — this is its objective, historical task. Therefore, he 
considered it appropriate to support it in these activities and wish it (without false and excessive 


hopes) to come to power. 


Wsiewotod Wolczew died on June 1, 1993 in Katowice after more than 2 months in hospital. He 
was admitted to hospital with a diagnosis of bile duct obstruction. Under suspicion of pancreatitis, 
surgery was performed, but it did not bring the expected results. Throughout the entire period of the 
disease, the body temperature was high and its causes were not resolved. Probably as a result of 
medical malpractice and an overdose of antibiotics, mycosis spread into the blood, and then a 
general failure of the organism occurred. The fact that the “Internationale” was played over his 
grave by the mining orchestra of Wujek Coal Mine, in which Jaruzelski's team dealt with workers’ 


protest against martial law’, became a symbol. 


Comrade [Edward Karolczuk] 
1993 


* Democratic Left Alliance (SLD) was a social-democratic electoral alliance, and later a political party, who was 
successor to the PZPR. Wolczew’s hopes were misplaced — SLD quickly embraced “Third Way” neoliberalism. 

** On 16 December 1981 a strike in Wujek Coal Mine in Katowice was violently suppressed by army and riot police, 
killing 9 workers. In the aftermath 3 strikers were sentenced to 3-4 year jail terms. 
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Wsiewolod Wolczew 


SOME REMARKS ON THE 
SOURCES AND PREMISES 
OF THE CURRENT CRISIS OF 
THE WORLD SYSTEM OF 
SOCIALISM 


(February-March 1989) 
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I. On the question of essence, content and nature of the crisis 


Is it justified to describe the current stage in the history of the communist formation as its crisis on a 


global scale? 


The whole experience of the development of socialism, and above all the events of the 1980s, 
confirms the full legitimacy of such a position. We are dealing not with a delay in the development 
of this or other area of life in the countries of the socialist system, not with temporary difficulties 
resulting either from objective causes, or being the result of political errors, but with a 
comprehensive crisis in all spheres of social relations in these countries, and at the same time with a 


crisis in the bosom of the basic forces of the anti-capitalist front in the international plane. 


The essence of this crisis consists in the reduction of sphere of socialist transformations and the 
revival and development of bourgeois relations over period of many years. Therefore, we are 
dealing with a systemic crisis, in fact reflecting a specific stage of the struggle of two opposing 
social development tendencies: communist and capitalist. In this struggle capitalist social relations 


are currently in advance, and socialist meanwhile — in retreat. 


Any crisis of the prevailing systemic relations can have and has international and at the same time 
an all-encompassing nature. This is due to the international essence of every historical socio- 
economic formation in general, and capitalism in particular, because the development of bourgeois 
relations ultimately “...it made all civilised nations and every individual member of them dependent 
for the satisfaction of their wants on the whole world, thus destroying the former natural 


exclusiveness of separate nations”’. 


In connection with the above, the current global crisis of socialism, first of all: cannot be limited to 
individual countries, but includes the entire system and related social forces on an international 
scale, although, due to historical conditions, it cannot but have specific features of development and 
course in individual countries. Secondly: this crisis, arising from specific economic causes and 
being a direct result of the antagonistic systemic contradictions that are becoming more acute on 
this basis, covers all spheres of social relations and has a universal, comprehensive character. 


Thirdly: such a crisis has a fundamental impact not only on the countries of the socialist system and 


1 K. Marks, F. Engels, Dziela, v. 3, Warsaw 1961, pp. 66-67 [K. Marx, F. Engels, The German Ideology, v. I] 
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the anti-capitalist forces allied with them around the world, but also has a fundamental impact on 


the change in the international balance of power in favor of capitalism. 


The above features, reflecting the general regularities characterizing every crisis of systemic social 
relations, do not however explain the specific, historical specificity of the current crisis of 
socialism, without taking into account which it is impossible to realize its real essence, content and 
character. So what is specific to this crisis? First of all, this is not a crisis of the socio-economic 
formation in the full sense. It matured and developed in conditions when the new system is still in 
an embryonic stage of development, before the formation and victory of social relations 
corresponding not only to the higher phase of the formation's development — communism, but also 


to its lower phase of development, directly arising from capitalism — socialism. 


The crisis matured and developed at the stage of the initial formation of the direct premises of 
socialism as a lower phase of communism. Therefore, on the one hand, it can no longer be 
considered solely from the point of view of the essence of capitalist social relations, because 
socialist transformations are a material fact that has an undeniable and significant impact on all 
social relations on a global scale. On the other hand, it cannot yet be considered solely from the 
point of view of the essence of socialist social relations, because such systemic relations have not 
yet been formed anywhere. Whereas “mankind ... inevitably sets itself only such tasks as it is able 
to solve, since closer examination will always show that the problem itself arises only when the 


material conditions for its solution are already present or at least in the course of formation”’. 


As evidenced by the entire experience of the first steps in the development of the new formation, 
which was also reflected in the theoretical assumptions of scientific communism, not only the 
higher, but also the lower phase of communism — socialism, cannot win in the systemic sense until 
the entirety of the prerequisites for victory, both objective and subjective, takes shape at least in 
most highly developed countries. “Complete and final victory on a world scale cannot be achieved 
in Russia alone; it can be achieved only when the proletariat is victorious in at least all the advanced 
countries, or, at all events, in some of the largest of the advanced countries. Only then shall we be 


able to say with absolute confidence that the cause of the proletariat has triumphed, that our first 
objective—the overthrow of capitalism—has been achieved”’ (Emphasis — W.W.). 


2K. Marks, F. Engels, Dzieta, v. 13, Warsaw 1966, p. 10 [K. Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political 
Economy. Preface]. 


3  W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 29, Warsaw 1956, p. 40 [V.L Lenin, Achievements and Difficulties of the Soviet Government]. 
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As long as capitalism remains a system that exerts a powerful influence on all social relations in the 
world, there is not and cannot be a Chinese Wall that would ideally protect countries that have 
embarked on the path of socialist transformations from its influence that undermines socialist 
transformations in all spheres of social life. The final formation of the social relations of the lower 
phase of communism and the transition to the implementation of conditions corresponding to its 
higher phase will become possible and feasible only when, in all areas of social life, and especially 
in the sphere of economic relations, socialism begins to exert a fundamental influence on the 
entirety of social relations on a global scale. Just as the development of the higher stage of 
capitalism — imperialism, required the formation of capitalism as a system determining the entirety 
of social relations in the world, regardless of the existence of vast areas where the remains of 
previous formations have been preserved, the development of the lower phase of communism 
(socialism) also requires the formation of such a level and scope of socialist transformations, which 
will objectively determine the basic trends of development in the world, regardless of the remaining 
remnants of capitalism. This does not mean that the process of socialist transformations in the world 
initiated in 1917 was premature and that it was necessary to “wait” until the conditions for this were 
ripe in the leading capitalist countries. Social revolutions do not happen on demand. They are the 
result not only of the subjective activity of specific social forces, but above all of objective and, for 
the most part, spontaneous processes of social development, in conditions of antagonistic social 
relations. Therefore, Lenin emphasized “... that a revolution cannot be ‘made’, that revolutions 
develop from objectively (i.e., independently of the will of parties and classes) mature crises and 


turns in history’. 


With the emergence of imperialism, objective premises for socialist transformations matured on a 
global scale: “... capitalism only became capitalist imperialism at a definite and very high stage of 
its development, when certain of its fundamental characteristics began to change into their 
opposites, when the features of the epoch of transition from capitalism to a higher social and 
economic system had taken shape and revealed themselves in all spheres”°®. What began in 1917 in 
Russia was an expression of historical necessity arising from the entire process of capitalist 


development, accelerated and directly caused by the First Imperialist War, which “... had 


4 _ W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 21, Warsaw 1951, p. 246 [V.I. Lenin, The Collapse of the Second International, ch. VI]. 

5 W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 22, Warsaw 1950, p. 303 [V.I. Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, ch. VII]. 
“The epoch of capitalist imperialism is one of ripe and rotten-ripe capitalism, which is about to collapse, and which 
is mature enough to make way for socialism”. See: W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 22, Warsaw 1950, p. 124[V.I. Lenin 


Opportunism and the Collapse of the Second International]. 
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thoroughly destroyed all the old economic and legal relations, all the conditions of existence on 


which the old order had till then been based”®. 


This situation meant an unprecedented intensification of the class struggle. To give up by the 
revolutionary workers' movement the leadership of the movement of the masses and in the struggle 
for the realization of their historical and immediate interests would be tantamount to treason, no 
matter what surprises awaited along this unknown path. In this regard, Lenin said: “I know that 
there are, of course, wiseacres with a high opinion of themselves and even calling themselves 
socialists, who assert that power should not have been taken until the revolution broke out in all 
countries. They do not realise that in saying this they are deserting the revolution and going over to 


the side of the bourgeoisie”’. 


The development of imperialism, however, meant not only the preparation of the premises for the 
socialist revolution, but also had a significant impact on the formation of objective conditions and 
the regularity of its course. This was expressed in a powerful and lasting exacerbation of all the 
contradictions of capitalism and, consequently, in the unevenness of its development in different 
countries and parts of the world. “Uneven economic and political development is an absolute law of 


capitalism”®. 


In these conditions it also became unrealistic for the direct premises of the socialist revolution to 
mature simultaneously in all or in a significant number of countries whose common potential could 
exert a decisive influence on the development of humanity: “... the workers’ revolution develops 


unevenly in different countries, since the conditions of political life differ”° 


. Accordingly, during 
the period of imperialism “... socialism cannot achieve victory simultaneously in all countries. It 


will achieve victory first in one or several countries, while the others will for some time remain 


6 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 31, Warsaw 1955, p. 404 [V.I. Lenin, Speech at a Joint Plenum of the Moscow Soviet of 
Workers’, Peasants’ and Red Army Deputies, the Moscow Committee of the R.C.P.(B.) and the Moscow City Trade 
Union Council, Dedicated to the Third Anniversary of the October Revolution; November]. Explaining why the 
socialist revolution began in Russia, Lenin said, among other things: “... Russia had no alternative. The war had 
caused such destruction and starvation every where, made the people and soldiers so weary, they realised they had 
been tricked for so long, and that the only way out for Russia was revolution”. See: W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 28, 
Warsaw 1954, p. 367 [V.I. Lenin, Speech at Presnya District Workers’ Conference]. 

7  W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 27, Warsaw 1954, p. 384 [V.I. Lenin, Report onn Foreign Policy Delivered at a Joint Meeting 
of the All-Russia Central Executive Committee and the Moscow Soviet on May 14, 1918]. 

8 W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 21, p. 360 [V.I. Lenin, On the Slogan for a United States of Europe]. 

9 W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 28, p. 113 [V.L Lenin, Report at a Joint Session off the All-Russia Central Executive 


Committee, the Moscow Soviet, Factory Committees and Trade Unions, October 22, 1918]. 
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bourgeois or pre-bourgeois”’”. 


The specific particularity of the development of the socialist revolution, which can ultimately 
prevail only on an international scale, in the era of imperialism is that it can develop only as a 
relatively long-term process of the revolution maturing in individual countries and the transition of 
these countries from capitalism to socialism. The socialist revolution is a special stage in the history 
of humanity, which is characterized by the occurrence and mutual interaction of two antagonistic 
socio-economic formations: the one still retaining its strength for a long time, but doomed to 
extinction by the overall development of class relations — imperialist capitalism, one and remaining 


in an embryonic state of development but representing the future - communism. 


This particular stage in the development of society is, in its essence, nothing else than a transition 
period from capitalism to socialism on an international scale, a period of relatively long-lasting, 
from a historical point of view, qualitative systemic transformations, of “... the coexistence side by 


side of socialist and capitalist states”" 


. The deepest systemic essence of each of the political 
formations existing during the transitional period determines the antagonistic relationship between 
them is the antagonistic character of the entire transitional period from capitalism to socialism, the 
irreconcilable struggle between them, which constitutes the main plane of the class struggle at this 
stage, regardless of the diversity of the forms of its manifestation in various conditions and 
moments of struggle, the final result of which can only be the victory or defeat of one of the 
systems of social relations participating in it. “Currently, two camps are completely consciously 


99 12 


opposing each other on — one can say without the slightest exaggeration — a global scale.” “, said 


Lenin in1921. 


The experience of development of the socialist revolution has confirmed that, despite the 
antagonistic nature of relations within the bourgeoisie itself, “a certain kind of brotherhood does of 
course exist among the bourgeois classes of all nations. It is the brotherhood of the oppressors 
against the oppressed, of the exploiters against the exploited. Just as, despite the competition and 
conflicts existing between the members of the bourgeoisie, the bourgeois class of one country is 


united by brotherly ties against the proletariat of that country, so the bourgeois of all countries, 


10 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 23, Warsaw 1951, p. 78 [V.I. Lenin, The Military Programme of the Proletarian Revolution, 
ch. IJ]. 

11 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 30, Warsaw 1957, p. 22 [V.I. Lenin, To the American Workers]. 

12 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 33, Warsaw 1957, p. 38. 
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despite their mutual conflicts and competition on the world market, are united by brotherly ties 


against the proletariat of all countries”. 


If in the past this unity had mostly spontaneous and immediate expression, since the victory of the 
October Revolution, especially after World War II, it has taken on a comprehensive and organized 
character of an alliance of all forces of international capital, and the modern bourgeoisie has 
learned, in the face of the real danger of the liquidation of capitalism, to sacrifice at least partly its 
immediate, group, national interests, in favor of the interests of defending the rule of capital as a 


whole. 


Hence, as long as capitalism on a world scale retains a general advantage over socialism, as long as 
socialism has not developed as a system objectively determining the processes of humanity's 
development, as long as it remains under the overwhelming and direct influence of bourgeois 
relations from the outside, the influences that have, both objective as well as subjective, 
purposefully directed and conscious nature, the potential and real threat of the liquidation of 
socialist transformations and the restoration of bourgeois relations in the individual, weakest links 
of the socialist system, not only does not lose its importance, but under favorable conditions, 
becomes more and more relevant. Therefore, it is necessary to take into account two essential 


issues. 


Firstly: the struggle of international capital against socialism after the beginning of socialist 
transformations in some countries takes on a particularly irreconcilable character, in no way 
comparable to the struggle of the feudal reaction against capitalism, because both feudalism and 
capitalism represented political relations based on private ownership of the means of production, 
and therefore, at a certain stage of the struggle, the feudal class proved able to accept the transition 
to the capitalist mode of production. However, socialism, as a system based on the socialization of 
all means of production, which is formed in the process of complete abolition of private ownership 
of the means of production and of all related privileges of the bourgeoisie, cannot be accepted by 
the bourgeoisie. The vital needs and interests of the bourgeoisie dictate its irreconcilable attitude 
towards socialism and determine, from this point of view, the entirety of its policy, including 


various forms of interference in the internal life of the countries of the socialist system. 


13. K. Marks, F. Engels, Dziela, v. 4, Warsaw 1962, p. 459 [K. Marx, F. Engels, On Poland].] 
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Secondly: it does not follow from the above that the struggle of international capital against 
socialism constitutes the main danger and the decisive plane of the struggle between capitalism and 
socialism in the transitional period. This fight does not and cannot mean a permanent military clash 
between the two formations, although, as experience shows, such a clash cannot be completely 
ruled out, even in the face of the danger of nuclear destruction, neither on a general scale, nor even 


more so on a regional one. 


This struggle means, first of all, the striving of international capital to use all “peaceful” means and 
methods to stop and eliminate the socialist revolution, to fuel and support processes that essentially 
amount to the restoration of bourgeois relations in the countries of the socialist system. It means 
more or less open influence (direct and indirect) on the formation of social relations and activities to 
strengthen the position of all anti-socialist forces in these countries, to coordinate the activities of 
these forces within the framework of a united international anti-socialist front. The effectiveness of 
capital's influence on the countries of the socialist system depends primarily on the overall social 
relations in these countries. The further and deeper the socialist transformations are, the smaller the 
possibilities of influence from outside. The more limited and superficial these transformations are, 
the wider is the scope of bourgeois relations, the greater is the social base susceptible to external 


influence. 


The main plane of the struggle between capitalism and socialism on a global scale is therefore 
taking shape within the societies of socialist countries, not outside of them, and has a clearly 
internal character, as far as its deepest sources and socio-economic causes are concerned. This is the 


basic methodological criterion for examining the sources of the current crisis of socialism. 


The fate of socialism is decided in the process of struggle for socialist transformations within these 
countries. These transformations ultimately determine the prospects for the development of the 
socialist revolution on an international scale. “Today, in fighting for a socialist system in Russia — 
said Lenin in 1918 — we are fighting for socialism all over the world”™. Precisely, the socialist 
transformations carried out in the process of liquidation of bourgeois social relations, their 
development and consolidation, constitute the decisive condition for the annihilation of the 
possibility of restoring bourgeois relations and of influence of the forces of international capital on 


the countries of the socialist system. The development of socialism, being in its essence an 


14 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 28, p. 71 [V.I. Lenin, Speech in Polytechnical Museum on August 23, 1918]. 
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international process, can be practically concretized and realized not generally, but at the level of 
individual countries, within their societies, i.e. at the national level. “Though not in substance, yet in 
form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a national struggle. The 
proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie.” '? — 
stated Marx and Engels, explaining a little further the essence of socialist transformations: “We 
have seen above, that the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the proletariat to 
the position of ruling class to win the battle of democracy. The proletariat will use its political 
supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of 
production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organised as the ruling class; and to 
increase the total productive forces as rapidly as possible. Of course, in the beginning, this cannot 
be effected except by means of despotic inroads on the rights of property, and on the conditions of 
bourgeois production; by means of measures, therefore, which appear economically insufficient and 
untenable, but which, in the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further 
inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionising the 


mode of production. These measures will, of course, be different in different countries”’®. 


The implementation of socialist transformations, like all systemic transformations, cannot be 
achieved not only on an international scale, but in each individual country by a single act. It is a 
long-term process characterized by the accumulation of various contradictions, most of which have 
a clearly antagonistic essence. Socialist transformations therefore also cover on scale of each 
country the entire historical era, the content of which is the transition from capitalism to socialism. 
The contradictions of the transition period on an international scale therefore find their practical 
solution in each individual country which, by embarking on the path of socialist revolution, enters 
its transition period from capitalism to socialism. “Between capitalist and communist society there 


lies the period of the revolutionary transformation of the one into the other””’. 


What determines the special historical, and primarily economic, specificity of the transition period 
from capitalism to socialism, as opposed to the transition periods characteristic of all previous 
formations? First of all, communism as a socio-economic formation grows directly from capitalism, 
capitalism and the antagonistic contradictions developing within it shape the direct premises and 
material basis of socialist transformations. The initial stage of the development of the communist 


15 K. Marks, F. Engels, Dziela, v. 4, Warsaw 1964, p. 526 [K. Marx, F. Engels, The Communist Manifesto, ch. I]. 
16 Ibid., p. 535 [K. Marx, F. Engels, The Communist Manifesto, ch. II]. 


17 K. Marks, F. Engels, Dziela, v. 19, Warsaw 1972, p. 33 [K. Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme, ch. IV]. 
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formation “... just as it emerges from capitalist society...”'®. 


Unlike previous eras of systemic transformation, when new economic relations were formed and 
developed within the old formation, and their development and strengthening were the decisive 
premise for a political revolution, in the case of the transition to socialism the basic condition for 
initiating the development of new economic relations is the gaining of political domination by the 
working class and the use of its power as a tool for initiating and implementing economic 


transformations, constituting the basis for the development of the new formation in general. 


In the case of the previous formations, the political victory was the culmination of the systemic 
economic transformations; in the case of socialism, the political victory is only a prologue and a 
necessary condition for initiating systemic economic transformations. In the case of changes of 
previous formations, the transitional period — in the sense of the formation of new systemic relations 
and the disappearance of old systemic relations — began within the old formation, included its 
declining stage and ended at the initial stage of the new formation. However, the transition period 
from capitalism to socialism coincides with the initial stage of development of the communist 
formation, during which new economic relations must be shaped on the basis of material resources 


that have developed within capitalism. 


The peculiarity of the transition period from capitalism to socialism is therefore the process of 
shaping new social relations in general and new economic relations in particular, from scratch, only 
after the conquest of political power by the working class, by gradually limiting and eliminating 
subsequent fragments of capitalist relations, and — above all — the sources of their rebirth. Therefore, 
characterizing the systemic essence of the transition period from capitalism to socialism, Lenin 
wrote: “... between capitalism and communism there lies a definite transition period which must 
combine the features and properties of both these forms of social economy. This transition period 
has to be a period of struggle between dying capitalism and nascent communism—or, in other 
words, between capitalism which has been defeated (politically — W.W.) but not destroyed and 


communism which has been born but is still very feeble””’. 


In the transitional period, we are dealing then with a relatively long-term coexistence within the 
society of each specific country of two antagonistic forms of social relations in a state of permanent 


18 Ibid., p. 22 [K. Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programma, ch. I]. 
19 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 30, p. 93 [V.I. Lenin, Economics and Politics in the Era of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat]. 
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struggle, which constitutes the plane of their mutual influence. The results of this struggle depend 
on many objective and subjective factors. In any case, it is impossible to predict them in advance. 
Since the final result of the struggle must be either the complete abolition of bourgeois relations or 
their complete restoration, the transitional period is the stage in which the question of "who whom?" 
is resolved from the systemic point of view. This is confirmed by the entire experience of the 


struggle for socialist transformation in all countries of the socialist system. 


The systemic struggles between socialism and capitalism take place within each country on two 
basic levels. At the beginning, the main plane is the struggle between the emerging socialism and 
the still existing capitalism. However, as socialism transforms into an economically decisive 
system, there is an increasing role of the contradictions between this system — corresponding to the 
deepest economic essence of the new formation — and the elements of bourgeois relations adopted 
by this system, the use of which is still objectively necessary at this stage of the development of 
socialism and which determines that we are dealing with socialist relations of production that arise 
within the influence of old economic relations. This peculiarity is not exclusively a feature of the 
transitional period, it remains an essential feature of socialism as a lower phase of communism, 


when classical bourgeois economic relations have already been completely abolished. 


Marx wrote accordingly with the above: “What we have to deal with here is a communist society, 
not as it has developed on its own foundations, but, on the contrary, just as it emerges from 
capitalist society; which is thus in every respect, economically, morally, and intellectually, still 
stamped with the birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it emerges”*°. And Marx further 
explained that the basic principle of the lower phase of communism: from each according to ability, 
to each according to work, i.e. the principle of equal pay for equal work, is a bourgeois principle in 
its essence and content, because it is an economic law that accepts the economic inequality of 
society. However, it corresponds to the objective conditions of the lower phase of communism and 
reflects, among other things, the long-term impact of the capitalist past: “... these defects are 
inevitable in the first phase of communist society as it is when it has just emerged after prolonged 
birth pangs from capitalist society. Right can never be higher than the economic structure of society 


and its cultural development conditioned thereby””’. 


If the attributes of the economic relations of capitalism remain an important and long-lasting 


20 K. Marks, F. Engels, Dzieta, v. 19, p. 22 [K. Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programma, ch. I]. 
21 Ibid., p. 24. 
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element of the economic relations of the lower phase of communism, even more so in the 
conditions of the transitional period they cannot but exert a very significant influence on the process 
of development of the new formation. It is a symbiosis of necessity which, depending on multiple 
conditions, objective and subjective, may at various stages favor the progress of socialist 


transformations as well as inhibit or even destroy them. 


Therefore, in the transition period we have two basic planes of struggle: of socialism against 
capitalism, and within the emerging socialism: of what is socialist against what is bourgeois. Both 
of these planes have a more or less pronounced antagonistic character, they influence each other 
and, at the same time, together, depending on historical circumstances, they influence the 
development tendencies of society in the transitional period. In a society where socialist 
transformations, especially in the field of the expropriation of the bourgeoisie and the formal 
socialization of the means of production, are far advanced or completed, the decisive plane of this 
struggle becomes precisely the plane of the struggle between what is socialist and what is bourgeois 
within the socialist system. The mutual balance of forces between the elements of socialism and the 
two above-mentioned planes of struggle against capitalism within the society of the transitional 
period determines the results of the impact of the forces of international capital on this society and 
the actual direction of development in which the society is heading: forward, towards socialism or 


backward, towards capitalism. 


The above issue, both theoretically and practically, is related to the problem of the historical limit of 
the transition period. It is not about the calendar determination of its duration, but about the criteria 
of changes, the implementation of which ultimately objectively determines the formation of 
socialism. Starting from the 1930s, the final limit of the end of the transition period was considered 
to be the complete socialization of all means of production: “... the complete victory of the Socialist 
system in all spheres of the national economy is now a fact. And what does this mean? It means that 
the exploitation of man by man has been abolished, eliminated, while the Socialist ownership of the 
implements and means of production has been established as the unshakable foundation of our 
Soviet society.”**. The events of recent decades, especially the 1980s, practically prove that this 


thesis contains, at best, a half-truth. And every half-truth is the denial of objective truth. 


It is true that the complete socialization of the means of production is the basis of socialism. But the 


22 J. Stalin, Zagadnienia leninizmu, Warsaw 1949, p. 512 [J. Stalin, On the Draft Constitution of the USSR]. 
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basis of socialism cannot be identified with socialism. Socialism is not limited to the base that 
constitutes its foundation. Socialism is the entire edifice of systemic relations. The socialization of 
the means of production is not a goal, but a decisive means of implementing socialist 
transformations, their basic organic component, enabling the solution of all other transformations, 
but not replacing them. The complete socialization of the means of production means the end of a 
certain stage of the transitional period and the transition to the next, higher stage, to the proper 


formation of socialist relations. 


Both from the point of view of the needs and regularities of internal development, as well as of 
international conditions, which cannot be underestimated, the final end of the transition period is 
determined not by the formal socialization of the means of production, but by achieving an 
appropriate level of social labor productivity per employee in the national economy and of national 
income per every member of society. And this requires an appropriately high level of development 


of the material-technical production base. 


“In the last analysis, productivity of labour is the most important, the principal thing for the victory 
of the new social system. Capitalism created a productivity of labour unknown under serfdom. 
Capitalism can be utterly vanquished, and will be utterly vanquished by socialism creating a new 


and much higher productivity of labour””’. 


The end of the transitional period and the construction of socialism will therefore depend on 
achieving, on the basis of socialization of all means of production and on material-technical 
production base corresponding to the highest achievements of technology and science, and on social 
labor productivity at least equal to the level of the most developed capitalist countries. This is an 
objective historical necessity, confirmed by the entire development of socialism to date and by its 
current crisis, in conditions when the socialist revolution had to begin in countries that were lagging 


behind in terms of the level of development of capitalist relations. 


This definition of the historical limits of the transitional period does not coincide with the current 
formal letter, but remains in full compliance with the methodology of Marxism-Leninism and with 
the objectively existing systemic reality in the countries of the socialist system. The new era 


requires a reevaluation of existing theoretical generalizations on specific issues. 


23 W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 29, Warsaw 1956, p. 422 [V.I. Lenin, A Great Beginning]. 
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The current crisis is not and cannot be a crisis of the communist formation, because relations 
corresponding even to its lower stage of development have not yet been formed. This is a crisis of 
socialism of the transitional period, which arose not on the basis of contradictions adequate to 
mature socialist relations, but on the basis of contradictions between the sprouts of socialist 
relations and the elements of bourgeois relations temporarily adopted by them, which exist within 
the emerging socialist system. This is another methodological hint. The real sources and causes of 
the current crisis lie deep in the economic relations of "real socialism", in their systemic, 


antagonistic duality. 


This, in turn, means that the only path that objectively corresponds to the needs and regularities of 
the further development of socialism can only lead through the formation of conditions conducive 
to limiting the plane of influence of bourgeois relations, including adopted ones, which means, first 
of all, the development of conditions conducive to consolidating, expanding and deepening the 


plane of impact of socialist relations. There is and cannot be any other way out of the crisis. 


This does not mean that on this path there may not be a need to step back and make wider use of 
elements of capitalist relations at some stage. However, from the point of view of the development 
of socialism, this is only right if it serves to prepare the conditions for another and more effective 
attack on capitalism. Otherwise, this type of cure for socialism through the restoration of capitalism 


may only mean getting out of the crisis at the cost of abandoning socialism altogether. 


Since many personalities try to justify the current situation by referring to the NEP™ and Lenin, it is 
worth recalling how the programmatic essence of the NEP as a specific policy was characterized by 
Lenin himself. He said in connection with the NEP: “... we find ourselves in the position of having 
to retreat still further, in order, eventually, to go over to the offensive””. Repeatedly returning to 
this problem, Lenin demanded awareness of both the danger that the policy of retreat contained and 
the ability to consistently define the limits of retreat. Lenin's position never had anything to do with 
identifying the policy of concessions to capitalism with socialist transformations. This is another 


methodological consideration when it comes to analyzing the crisis. 


24 The current problems of socialism, of course, have little in common with the NEP except appearances, because the 
NEP concerned not the contradictions within the socialist system, but the contradictions between this system and 
bourgeois relations. 

25 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 33, p. 34 [V.I. Lenin, Report on the New Economic Policy at the Seventh Moscow Gubernia 


Conference of the Russian Communist Party]. 
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In organic connection with the above, there remain two methodological issues that have both 


theoretical and practical importance. 


Firstly: the need to qualitatively distinguish what in the economic relations of the socialist system 
expresses its essence and perspective of development, and what in turn is an expression of the 
adaptation of elements of capitalist relations of production and what mutual relations exist between 
them. This requires a theoretical analysis of the social relations of the transitional period, both from 
the point of view of the essence and operation of objective laws of the development of capitalism, 
as well as those regularities of the development of socialism that could be known and formulated on 


the basis of the classical development of capitalism and the relations of the transitional period. 


Secondly: it is necessary to realize that the designation of countries that have embarked on the path 
of socialist revolution as socialist is adequate to reality only to the extent that the process of 
socialist transformations there constitutes a lasting development tendency, and the subjective will of 
the main social forces represents a practical striving for their realization. The name itself does not 
determine their political nature. The name will become adequate to reality when the problems of the 
transition period are completely resolved. Hence, in the assessment of social relations in this period, 


one can only be guided by their actual essence and content, and not by their formal name. 
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II. On some of the most common contemporary methods of interpreting the sources and 


essence of the crisis 


Every attempt at interpretation of social phenomena, especially systemic crises in conditions of 
antagonistic social relations, is — from a theoretical point of view — an expression of a particular 
methodological way of analyzing reality, and from a practical-political point of view, a reflection of 
the vital interests and aspirations of particular social forces; it has in the final analysis a clear class 


dimension. 


Starting from the 1930s, the theory of the inspiring role of imperialism as the main perpetrator and 
organizer of subsequent crisis events of a clear systemic nature became a specific theory and 
method of explaining all crisis phenomena in the countries of the socialist system, especially mass 
movements of an oppositional nature, starting in 1956. According to this theory, the internal 
counter-revolution took shape as a product of the direct influence of centers of international capital 


centered around the United States. 


The above position, in a theoretical sense, was a continuation and development of the thesis about 
the final elimination of antagonistic contradictions, or the fundamental limitation of their impact on 
social processes, from the moment of complete socialization of all or even the basic means of 
production, which was identified with the elimination of economic and social sources for rebirth of 
counter-revolution. This position was also associated with a simplified and inconsistent 
interpretation of the process of socialist transformations, according to which the society of the 
countries of the socialist system was transformed into an ideological-political monolith in the 
process of systemic transformations, and only milieus originating from the former propertied 
classes and a small number of their ideological clientele constituted a certain support for 


imperialism. 


Subsequent crisis events, starting in 1956, showed the complete theoretical and practical 
groundlessness of these views. Regardless, it was after 1956 that these views became the basic, 
official interpretation and survived in this form until the mid-1980s. Its classic content is 
represented by the following position: "International imperialism was and remains the most 
important source reviving and inspiring the forays of anti-socialist forces against the ruling Marxist- 


Leninist parties and the socialist system. It can certainly be said that without external help and 
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support, the counter-revolution in socialist countries would either not dare to raise its head at all, or 


it would fail much faster than is the case"”°. 


From a theoretical point of view, such a position, especially when it was an expression of an official 
interpretation, apart from its methodological incorrectness, inconsistency and eclecticism”, has for 
decades been a fundamental impediment to the development of research on the actual systemic 
sources and effects of phenomena that take the form of nationwide crises in the countries of the 
socialist system. However, from the point of view of practice of socialist construction, it actually 
limited and pacified the possibility of effective struggle against the real intra-social sources 
underlying crisis phenomena. Meanwhile, no socialist country, nor all of them together, have been 
or are able to eliminate the influence of imperialism until objective conditions for its final collapse 


are developed. 


The above position cannot be explained solely by reasons of a epistemiological-theoretical nature, 
i.e. methodological errors. Each epistemiological-theoretical position always has deep social 
background, reflects a particular state of economic relations, and represents particular social 
interests. Therefore, the theory of the inspiring role of imperialism in relation to crisis phenomena 
in the countries of the socialist system, the downplaying and even, although informal but actual, ban 
on research of their internal sources and premises, reflected the political position, i.e. the real 


interests of society, managing circles and circles and milieus associated with them. 


The events of the 1980s showed that this theory no longer met the needs and interests of the above- 
mentioned strata, which had to turn to a method that would explain crisis phenomena using 
“internal factors”. This corresponded both to social expectations and to a new line in the field of 
relations with international capital. Imperialism has ceased to be taken into account at all when 
examining and explaining the sources and causes of the crisis of socialism. The whole problem, 
regardless of the subjective intentions of the authors of the next method of explaining the issue in 


question, was reduced after 1965 to the activities of J. Stalin, or, as it is now “scientifically” called, 


26 The above position can be found in one of the most representative collective works, largely devoted to the issue of 
counter-revolution in the countries of the socialist system, prepared by a group of party activists and scholars. 
When it comes to the issue we are interested in, the authors basically refrain from examining the internal economic 
and social premises of the counter-revolution, limiting themselves to a superficial assessment of political problems, 
which is closely related to reducing the entire problem to the inspiration of imperialism. See: Marksizm-leninizm o 
dialektikie rewolucyi i kontrrewolucyi. Iz opyta borby z kontrrewolucyjnej i sowriemiennost’. Collective work 
edited by M. P. Mchedlov, Moscow 1984, p. 157. 

27 A general attempt to justify this assessment is provided in the first part of this contribution. 
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to “Stalinism”. 


The matter began, in fact, at the 20th Congress of the CPSU. This Congress, like the next two, 
criticized the cult of J. Stalin and the deformations of socialism related to it. However, no one at 
that time turned the criticism of the cult of J. Stalin into a general method and theory intended to 
explain the sources and causes of difficulties in the development of socialism. Moreover, from 1956 
to this day, we have not had any serious, scientifically based attempts to explain the real social 
sources and causes of the cult of J. Stalin, which cannot be a mere coincidence, but means that it 


was not in the interests of official circles. 


After 1956, “Stalinism”, as a synonym for specific negative phenomena in the development of 
socialism, never found recognition in the official position of the CPSU and other communist parties, 
moreover, it was defined as an expression of anti-communism. This term found the right of 
citizenship first among ideologists and politicians in the West, then it was implanted, with varying 
degrees of success, in the countries of the socialist system, and only from the mid-1980s, when the 
irresistible need for a critical re-evaluation of the 70-year-old process of socialist development 
matured, it was adopted as a shorthand for a method and theory at the same time, intended to 


explain the sources and causes of the crisis. 


So what is “Stalinism” in its essence and content? Unfortunately, representatives of this theory have 
very different views on this matter. Let us focus on two positions that reflect formal differences. 
“There are good reasons to reserve the term ‘Stalinism’ to designate a certain ideological doctrine, 
and not to use it as a proper name for the political system formed in the Soviet Union in the 1930s. 
When talking about ‘Stalinism’ as a political system, we will immediately accept the dubious 
suggestion that the personality of the leader had a decisive significance for the genesis of this 
system (...), however, we must agree that the matter was decided by linguistic custom (...) And since 
attempts to modify linguistic customs are only rarely worth the effort, and almost never prove 
effective, I will continue to speak of ‘Stalinism’ in the broadest sense of the word””*. Leaving aside 
all the inconsistencies and contradictions of this position, we have grounds to believe that W. 


Mejbaum identifies “Stalinism” with a specific “ideological doctrine”. 


However, M. Krajewski, when considering the causes of the crisis of socialism, writes clearly: “The 


28 W. Mejbaum, Stalinizm jako problem teoretyczny, "Nowe Drogi", No. 12/1988, p. 123. 
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reasons lie in the current method of building and functioning of the socialist system, including the 
Stalinist shape of socialism and the related mode of organizing state and social property, as well as 
the mode of managing and directing the economy””. And further the author states: “Stalinist shape 
of socialism was created primarily as a concept of systemic solutions in order to perform precisely 


defined historical tasks”*” 


, etc. etc. Therefore, “Stalinism” in this interpretation is identified with the 
systemic essence and content of "real socialism", starting from the 1930s until at least the first half 


of the 1980s. 


Practically, for several years now, in the intentions of those using this term, “Stalinism” has 
embodied the entire system of systemic distortions and deformations, shaped in the process of the 
current development of socialism, created under the direct and unlimited influence of J. Stalin and 
determining the current crisis of socialism. This is an extremely voluntaristic and purely idealistic 
interpretation of social processes, limiting itself to some effects of certain phenomena, avoiding the 
issue of their genesis, sources and social essence, identifying the effects of phenomena with their 


causes. 


Starting from the 20th Congress of the CPSU, not only serious research on this issue, as already 
mentioned above, was never undertaken, but — which is in organic connection with the first one — 
neither were any serious practical actions to eliminate real systemic deformations. This must have 
led to such an accumulation of contradictions when stasis, stagnation, and a systemic crisis with a 


tendency to restoration of bourgeois relations, became an inevitable objective necessity. 


Instead of analyzing material social processes in their historical conditions, the whole problem 
comes down to a negative assessment of the person of J. Stalin, his character, and even his mental 
and health traits, as determining the causes of systemic distortions and deformations on a global 
scale. J. Stalin is endowed with almost supernatural features, thanks to which, apparently, he was 
able to almost erase the work of the socialist revolution. In this way, regardless of the intentions of 
the authors and directors of this diabolical mysterium, the cult of J. Stalin is actually ennobled 
again, with the difference that during his lifetime the cult was supposed to have a positive character, 


but now it has a definitely negative one. 


29M. Krajewski, Obecny etap rozwoju socjalizmu, Editorial Office of the Publications of the Ideological Department 
of the CC of the PZPR, p. 5. 
30 Ibid., p. 6. 
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The fundamental issue, however, lies in the practical results of the current stage of the so-called the 
“de-Stalinization” process. These results mean that “Stalinism” is increasingly identified with 
socialism as a system, and “de-Stalinization” — with the liquidation of socialism, which is a logical 
consequence of the former. It is not about what is written and said about these issues, but about 


what is practically done. 


Instead of removing the social sources of systemic deformations and consistently continuing 
socialist transformations under the slogan of “de-Stalinization”, if we ignore the superficial anti- 
Stalinist hubbub, for over 30 years there has been progressing the process of transforming the 
system of political deformations into the socio-economic base for the disintegration of “real 
socialism” and restoring bourgeois relations, which ultimately resulted in the crisis of socialism on 
a global scale. The theoretical and programmatic assumptions of the revolutionary workers' 
movement, which were formed independently of J. Stalin, and of which he could only be a better or 
worse implementer or deformer and distorter, are presented today as the work of J. Stalin, subject to 


liquidation as an expression of the deformation of socialism. 


This happens, among others, with matters related to the very essence of the new political system: 
with the issue of communist equality based on the abolition of classes, with social ownership of the 
means of production, with central planning and management, with the workers' essence of power 
and the dictatorship of the proletariat, with the principle of democratic centralism, with the leading 
role of the working class, with the socialist reconstruction of the countryside, with the socialist 
cultural revolution, with socialist social policy, etc. etc. Under the guise of “de-Stalinization”, the 
achievements of Marx, Engels, Lenin and other theoreticians, the achievements of the struggle and 
experiences of the international workers' movement, are falsified and erased, resulting in millions of 


victims and human tragedies. 


And in return, platitudes about “humanistic and democratic socialism” are postulated, based on the 
“eternal” economic laws of capitalism, which will stand on the ruins of “Stalinism” (i.e. socialist 
transformations) within the framework of a "civil society" long buried by life, supposedly based on 
harmonious cooperation of all social forces, regardless of the contradiction of their interests, 
without class struggle as a diabolical invention of J. Stalin. This is the highest programmatic 
achievement, the roots of which lie deep in the theoretical concepts of the bourgeoisie from the 17th 


and 18th centuries. Truly, this is a program worthy of the 21st century! 
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How do this type of criticism of political deformations and the prescription for their elimination 


relate to social reality and the experiences from the historical process? 


Every system of systemic degenerations and deformations, like every social phenomenon, is a 
product of particular social relations: needs, interests, aspirations and tendencies shaped by them, 
and therefore the work of particular social forces — classes, strata, nations, etc. etc. No man, with 
seemingly unlimited power and extraordinary mental and character predispositions, can “create” a 
system of social relations according to his own whims, unless he expresses in his activity the needs, 
goals, interests and aspirations of concrete social forces and takes at the same time advantage of 


their active, material support. 


“When, therefore, it is a question of investigating the driving powers which — consciously or 
unconsciously, and indeed very often unconsciously — lie behind the motives of men who act in 
history and which constitute the real ultimate driving forces of history, then it is not a question so 
much of the motives of single individuals, however eminent, as of those motives which set in 
motion great masses, whole people, and again whole classes of the people in each people (...)”*. 
From this it follows that in social relations “... individuals are dealt with only in so far as they are 
the personifications of economic categories, embodiments of particular class-relations and class- 
interests. My standpoint, from which the evolution of the economic formation of society is viewed 
as a process of natural history, can less than any other make the individual responsible for relations 
whose creature he socially remains, however much he may subjectively raise himself above 


them”. 


The above does not mean that great men do not leave a specific mark on social relations: “... the 
personal qualities of leading people determine the individual features of historical events; and the 
accidental element (...) always plays some role in the course of these events, the trend of which is 
determined in the last analysis by so-called general causes, i.e. actually by the development of 


productive forces and the mutual relations between men in the social-economic process of 


31 K. Marks, F. Engels, Dzieta, v. 21, Warsaw 1969, p. 335 [F. Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical 
German Philosophy, ch. IV]. 


32 K. Marks, F. Engels, Dzieta, v. 23, Warsaw 1962, p. 8 [K. Marx, Capital, v. I, Preface]. More broadly, the problem 
of the relationship between immature objective social conditions and the leader of an extreme radical party is 
explained by F. Engels. See: K. Marks, F. Engels, Dzieta, v. 7, Warsaw 1963, pp. 471-472 [F. Engels, The Peasant 


War in Germany, ch. VI]. 
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production”. But even “A great man is great not because his personal qualities give individual 
features to great historical events, but because he possesses qualities which make him most capable 
of serving the great social needs of his time, needs which arose as a result of general and particular 


causes” 


. A great man therefore becomes a hero of history at a particular historical stage, but ,,he is 
not a hero in the sense that he can stop, or change, the natural course of things, but in the sense that 
his activities are the conscious and free expression of this inevitable and unconscious course. Herein 
lies all his significance; herein lies his whole power. But this significance is colossal, and the power 


is terrible””?. 


This also applies to J. Stalin and the cult of his person and the consequences associated with it. 
Another method of explaining the issue of so-called “Stalinism” not only means giving J. Stalin 
supernatural features, but also serves to perpetuate the real sources of the deformation and crisis of 
socialism. Moreover, no self-respecting anti-communist politician or scholar will accept the thesis 
that the crisis of socialism in the 1980s is the work of J. Stalin, who died 36 years ago, as 
contemporary troubadours of absolute truth present it. This way of criticizing J. Stalin meant that it 
practically took on the expression of unbridled anti-communism that did not despise any methods, 


and turned into a powerful weapon of struggle against socialism in our times. 


The cult of J. Stalin, like every cult of personality, arose against the background of special historical 
relations, and at the same time, as it developed, it left an undeniable mark on these relations. 
However, this does not provide any basis for identifying phenomena related to the cult with the 
overall systemic relations. On the contrary, it is objective proof that the cult itself was only one of 
the important, organic elements of systemic relations in the period in question. At the basis of the 
formation of the cult of J. Stalin laid specific socioeconomic contradictions of that era, the same 
contradictions whose development and exacerbation led to the contemporary crisis of socialism. 
The cult of J. Stalin cannot be identified either with the contradictions of the development of 
socialism or with its crisis. The cult of J. Stalin undoubtedly deepened and exacerbated these 
contradictions, but it could not — as their effect — be the source of its own causes, just as it was not 


and is not the source of the crisis. 


33 G. W. Plechanow, K woprosu o roli licznosti w istorii, Moscow 1944, p. 31 [G. Plekvanov, On the Role of the 
Individual in History]. 

34 Ibid., p. 34. 

35 Ibid., p. 35. 
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In researching the social sources of the cult of personality, we must not ignore, apart from all other 
factors, that “The mythopoeic power of popular fantasy has always shown itself in the creation of 


‘great men’””° 


. On the other hand, the past must not be judged from the perspective of the 
conditions, experiences and knowledge of the new generation. Mentoring and instructing past 
generations is always a manipulative mysterium. The past cannot be resurrected, and therefore such 
lessons cannot be practically applied and therefore cannot be verified. So they will remain wishful 
thinking. “Historical services are not judged by the contributions historical personalities did not 
make in respect of modern requirements, but by the new contributions they did make as compared 
with their predecessors”’’. The superficial method of identifying effects with causes is also not 
accidental in this type of assessment, because ,,casual phenomena and the personal qualities of 


celebrated people are ever so much more noticeable than deep-lying general causes””®. 


In turn, we cannot forget that the phenomenon of the cult of personality occurred, to a greater or 
lesser extent, in most countries of “real socialism”, also where J. Stalin, regardless of his subjective 
intentions, had little to say, and the phenomena of cult, as well as the systemic crisis, occurred no 
less glaringly than in the USSR. The "theoreticians" of “Stalinism” would have to do a lot of 
gymnastics to explain “other” cults (“Maoism”, “Titoism”, etc., etc.) using their “personalistic” 


methodology. 


There is therefore every reason to assume that the cult of personality, apart from the distortions and 
their scope in individual countries, is an objective regularity of the development of the initial stage 
of the transition from capitalism to socialism in backward countries, with the predominance of 
small, private producers in the city and the countryside. On the other hand, the systemic crisis of 


mW) 


“Teal socialism"” is also not a coincidence, but an objective necessity that has become inevitable 
from the point of view of the development of its internal contradictions. The mutual relations here 
are clear — the cult of personality was one of the elements of the development and maturation of 
these contradictions and of the systemic crisis. However, more than 30 years after J. Stalin's death, 


it was neither the main nor the basic premise of this crisis. 


In recent years, when the crisis of socialism emerged as an international phenomenon, there was a 
tendency to abandon the scientific assumptions of the revolutionary workers' movement and reject 
36 K. Marks, F. Engels, Dzieta, v. 14 [part II], Warsaw 1966, p. 366 [K. Marx, Herr Vogt. Appendices, 16b]. 


37 W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 2, Warsaw 1950, p. 184 [V.L Lenin, A Characterisation of Economic Romanticism, ch. I.[X]. 
38 G. W. Plechanow, K woprosu o roli licznosti..., as above, p. 31. 
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the Marxist-Leninist theory of the development of the communist socio-economic formation. This 
is in organic connection with both the methods of the so-called process of “de-Stalinization”, as 
well as with the drive for an eclectic adoption in the sphere of the official interpretation of 
Marxism-Leninism of the methodological and theoretical assumptions of the contemporary 


bourgeois critique of socialism. 


This peculiar agnosticism essentially boils down to the claim that it is not actually known what 
socialism is and what the regularities of its development are. It articulates clearly enough the 
position, according to which “one of the manifestations and proofs of the depth of the crisis of 
socialist development is ever closer rapprochement of previously developed modes of 
understanding of the goals and principles specific to this system. Uncertainty about what is or 
should be socialism is observed not only among the masses, but also among theoreticians and 
political leaders”. This position is not very clear, it is not known whether the author also "fell into" 


a state of "uncertainty" or vice versa. 


The crux of the matter, however, lies in the practical significance of this issue. And the practical 
side of rejecting the assumptions of the theory of scientific socialism means programmatic 
acceptance of the thesis that socialism can be formed not only through conscious, organized, 
revolutionary activity of the masses, but also in the process of spontaneous competition with 
capitalism, in accordance with the assumption “... that the rebirth of elements of capitalism and 
intermediate forms create not a threat, but necessary conditions for the development of socialism 


better than the original version””. 


Here we have a clear resignation from taking into account the objective laws of development and 
the antagonistic nature of capitalist relations, especially since the author opposes the so-called 


“privileging of what is considered socialist”*' 


, which means — as not only history but our everyday 
practice proves — privileging of capitalism. Capitalism is not an abstraction, but concrete social 
relations, manifested in the interests of opposing social forces. In such a situation, won't capitalists 
reach for political privileges for themselves if they can? Or maybe the author believes in utopian 
stories that in an antagonistic society there can be a cross-class intermediary in the form of a public 
authority that is “fair” towards all antagonistic interests? 

39 M. Gulczynski, Koniecznosé gtebszych przemian, "Nowe Drogi" No. 12/1988, p. 115. 


40 Ibid., p. 112. 
41 Ibid. 
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And finally, yet another tendency that usurps the right to the ultimate truth, not only regarding the 
sources of the crisis of socialism, but also its further development. It is genetically related to the two 
previous ones, but at the same time it tries to prove that in its essence it reflects the new conditions 
of social development on an international scale. This is about the so-called method of “new 


a9 


thinking”’, which abandons the class criteria of the theory and practice of socialism in favor of 
universal abstractions, i.e. it denies that the only social force, the interests of which most 
consistently express the interests of social development in general, remains the working class and 


its vanguard — the revolutionary workers' movement. 


The above does not mean that we reject the need for a new look at reality. Without a critical 
revaluation of experiences, there can be no forward movement. But it cannot have anything to do 
with any pattern of wishful thinking in the form of so-called “new thinking”, which, by the way, is 
overturned by everyday life — the world is not changed with “new thinking”. This type of method 
was characterized as follows by the founders of Marxism almost 150 years ago: “Once upon a time 
a valiant fellow had the idea that men were drowned in water only because they were possessed 
with the idea of gravity. If they were to knock this notion out of their heads, say by stating it to be a 
superstition, a religious concept, they would be sublimely proof against any danger from water. His 
whole life long he fought against the illusion of gravity, of whose harmful results all statistics 
brought him new and manifold evidence. This valiant fellow was the type of the new revolutionary 


philosophers in Germany””’ (of a subjectivist - W.W.). 


Moreover, a new theoretical solution cannot “emerge” until we become aware of the real, material 
and — determined by them — gnoseological premises of the previous errors and the conditions that 
determine their theoretical and practical overcoming. “The question whether objective truth can be 
attributed to human thinking is not a question of theory but is a practical question. Man must prove 


the truth, i.e., the reality and power, the this-sidedness (Diesseitigkeit) of his thinking, in practice”. 


Hence, it is not about teaching to society or to the struggling class of “new thinking” as a panacea 


for all ailments, but about mobilizing them, based on a program that is an expression of their real 


* The official ideological framework of the Gorbachev period. 
42K. Marks, F. Engels, Dzieta, v. 3, Warsaw 1961, pp. 13-14 [K. Marx, F. Engels, The German Ideology, v. I. 


Preface]. 
43 K. Marks, ibid., p. 5 [K. Marx, Theses on Feuerbach]. 
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material goals, aspirations, interests, to change reality through knowledge and conscious utilization 
of objective regularities of social development corresponding to a specific era. It is precisely in the 
course of revolutionary practice that in the field of social consciousness fundamental changes take 
place, which are the reflection and understanding of the transformations taking place in social 


relations. 


Voluntarist, subjectivist-idealistic theories could appear in the countries of the socialist system only 
in conditions of underestimation, for over half a century, of the materialistic essence of scientific 
socialism and the materialistic essence of Marxist dialectics as a theoretical and methodological 
reflection of the mode of existence and development of material reality, [which is] dialectical in its 
content. Breaking dialectics from materialism means breaking with the scientific theory of reality 
and moving to the position of speculative (subjectivistic and pragmatic) logic, capable of proving 


everything that private interests wish. 


Lenin characterized Marxism as “modern materialism”. “The philosophy of Marxism — he wrote 
— is materialism”*. And pointing out that it is materialism that underlies the methodological, 
theoretical and practical-programmatic assumptions of Marxism, Lenin emphasized that “Marx’s 
philosophy is a consummate philosophical materialism which has provided mankind, and especially 


the working class, with powerful instruments of knowledge””. 


However, all the main contemporary anti-Marxist trends — regardless of whether they do so openly 
or disguise themselves in garb of Marxism-Leninism — draw from one philosophical source, which 
is subjective idealism, i.e. modern positivism. “And the essence of the matter is the radical 
difference between materialism and the broad current of positivism...”*’, therefore “... Marxism 
rejects not what distinguishes one positivist from another, but what is common to both and what 


makes a philosopher a positivist instead of a materialist”. 


Exposing the real practical essence of abandoning philosophical materialism, Lenin wrote: “From 


this Marxist philosophy, which is cast from a single piece of steel, you cannot eliminate one basic 


44 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 14, Warsaw 1949, p. 152 [V.I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-criticism, ch. I1.5]. 

45 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 19, Warsaw 1950, p. 2 [V.I. Lenin, The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of 
Marxism]. 

46 Ibid, p. 3. 

47 W. Lenin, Dzieta, v. 14, p. 234 [V.L Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-criticism, ch. IV.2]. 

48 Ibid. 
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premise, one essential part, without departing from objective truth, without falling a prey to a 


bourgeois-reactionary falsehood”. 


49 Ibid., p. 373 [V.L. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-criticism, ch. V1.2]. 


poltrot1917.wordpress.com, 2023 
52 


III. On the question of the social sources of the crisis 


The deepest sources of the current crisis lie in the objective systemic conditions and the 
contradictions arising from them, which find their external expression in the totality of social 
relations, and above all in the relations of production. These relations, however, manifest 
themselves not as abstract categories, but in the form of material connections between people in the 
process of social practice aimed at satisfying the totality of their historical needs. But in an 
antagonistic society social relations inevitably take on the character of relations between classes and 
are practically realized in the process of struggle between them. A critical analysis of these relations 
must be based “... not on the moral judgments of the ‘individual’, but on the precise formulation of 


93950 


the ongoing social process”*’, which means the necessity of “... searching for the sources of social 


phenomena in the relations of production, (...) reducing them to the interests of specific classes...”°'. 


The scope of these remarks forces us to limit ourselves to one decisive factor that had a profound 
impact on the overall deformation of socialism. The entire positive side of the previous experiences 


of the socialist revolution must also be omitted. 


The peculiarity of socialist transformations in the USSR, as in most other countries of the socialist 
system, was conditioned by the low level of development of productive forces and, consequently, 
by the low level of social labor productivity. This required a high rate of accumulation for the 
development of productive forces and defense, which could not help but cause growing 
contradictions between internal and external needs, the simultaneous implementation of which 


required the consolidation of new social relations. 


At the same time, this must have meant limiting the ability to meet society's material and spiritual 
needs, which, given the starting conditions, could not help but exacerbate all the contradictions. The 
cultural backwardness of society had a significant impact on the growing difficulties. Finally, the 
ongoing struggle between the emerging socialist system and deeply rooted bourgeois relations had a 


major impact. 


But the difficulties resulted not only from objective historical conditions inherited from the past. 
They were complicated by new contradictions emerging in the process of shaping a new system of 


50 W. Lenin, Dziela, v. 2, p. 482 [There is no text corresponding to the quotation at the source given.]. 
51. Ibid., p. 552 [There is no text corresponding to the quotation at the source given.]. 
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economic relations. As classical bourgeois relations were being displaced and abolished, these new 
contradictions took the leading place, determining the effects of technological, economic and 


cultural backwardness. 


The emerging socialist economic relations objectively demanded an accelerated and comprehensive 
development of productive forces in organic connection with the strengthening and expansion of the 
field of operation of the law of planned and proportional economic development. This was the key 
to solving all the lingering problems. Under those concrete conditions, this could only be done by 
using the mechanisms of commodity-monetary relations, which by their nature were always 
antagonistic in nature and, at specific stages of the development of productive forces, always 


constituted the basis for the development of subsequent antagonistic economic relations. 


The need for the emerging socialist economic system to adopt commodity-monetary relations was 
dictated by the need to maintain and develop inter- and intra-systemic cooperative ties in the 
national economy, when other possibilities for solving this issue have not yet emerged. This 
necessity also resulted from the need to implement the law of equal pay for equal work as the basic 
method of material interest of producers, and therefore to stimulate the development of production 
at this stage of the development of socialism. But the law of equal pay for equal work does not 
automatically become a stimulator of production; on the other hand it is the law of the distribution 
of produced goods, and it is in the sphere of distribution that people feel the contradictions of 


production relations in the most direct and at the same time simplified way. 


The problem is, among other things, that the law of value adopted by the socialist system, along 
with organically related to it commodity-monetary relations, which manifests itself within the 
socialist system as the law of equal pay for equal work, shows two opposing tendencies in the new 
situation. On the one hand, as a measure of labor objectified in the socially produced products 
(commodities) of labor, it can be a tool for “recording and control” over production and 
distribution, and can serve to meet the needs and interests of socialist development. On the other 
hand, especially in conditions of far-reaching restrictions on the satisfaction of vital social needs, it 
develops as its own opposite, as a tendency to realize unequal pay for equal work, which in its 
deepest essence, in conditions when the direct producer, in order to exist, must sell his labor force, 
in the presence of other favorable circumstances, inevitably leads to the rebirth of bourgeois 


relations amended by the new conditions in a seemingly socialist form. 
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In this way, an antagonistic contradiction of two opposite trends in the development of commodity- 
monetary relations adopted on the grounds of developing socialist economic relations, determines 
the occurrence of important elements of bourgeois relations in their bosom, which in the 
development process must either disappear with the creation of objective conditions suited to it, or 
develop and manifest with all force, which will mean the defeat of elements of socialist relations. 
Therefore, this antagonism retains during this period, regardless of the amended form of its 
occurrence, a clear class character and does not fit in any of the theories of conflict-free 
development of socialism, neither in the transitional period, nor in the lower phase of communism, 


although it manifests itself, depending on the specific situation, in a more or less clear form. 


The current development of most of the socialist system societies has moved, unfortunately, in the 
direction of the revival of bourgeois relations on the basis of a formally existing system of socialist 
economics. Above we talked about two trends related to the operation of the law of values in the 
bosom of socialist economics. In order for one of them to transform into reality, specific conditions 
and social forces are necessary, through practical activities of which this may happen. So what 


determined the bourgeois — in essence — deformation of socialist relations? 


Constantly hidden in the bosom of society is the potential source of conflict over the low level of 
satisfaction of vital needs of the widest masses, which in conditions of constantly real external 
threat led to a special method of solving these issues by way of formation of strata — equipped with 
special rights, formal and informal — carrying out the country's management processes in all spheres 
of social life, and at the same time progressively limiting control by the masses, and by the working 
class especially, over the social management processes. This meant the formation of a stratum with 
special political privileges in relation to the rest of society. In this way, the political mechanism, 
which was to protect and realize socialist transformations, began to transform into its opposite in the 


1930s. 


The formation of a special managing — and actually ruling — stratum, in the then economic situation, 
with the liquidation of class control over the production and distribution on state-wide scale, meant 
the formation not only of its political but also economic privileges. This means that due to its 
special political role in society, a different level of satisfaction of vital needs was guaranteed to it 


than to direct producers. It was not a one-time act, but a long-lasting process, in the course of which 
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this stratum actually transformed into an independent, separate force, exerting a fundamental impact 


on all social relations from the position of maintenance and extension of its privileges. 


However, the main issue is that these relations were shaped on the basis of state ownership of 
means of production. In this situation the privileges meant that formally social ownership of the 
means of production actually found itself in the hands of the ruling stratum, and as a consequence 
became a tool for the development of its privileges by limiting the satisfaction of vital needs of the 
society and the capture of a significant part of the surplus product, i.e. by way of of the exploitation 
of direct producers amended by new relations. This, in fact, meant the maintenance and 
consolidation on the basis of social property of the production of the first antagonistic social 
division of labor, which was one of the decisive factors of the creation and development of the 
antagonistic class society. In this case, it is about the separation of mental work from manual, 
directly productive work, about their antagonistic opposition, about the actual division into 


managers and the managed. 


This is the deepest economic premise for replacing the right of equal pay for equal work with its 
reverse, growing on the basis of commodity-monetary relations, i.e. with uneven pay for equal 
work. It is the control of managers over the means of production and the actual deprivation of the 
right of this control of direct producers, and not as it seemingly appears, "unfair rules of 
distribution", are at the basis of the systemic deformation, which has a clearly bourgeois character 


and is the result of class struggle taking place in an amended way in the socialist system. 


Starting from the 1930s in the USSR, the managing stratum in the countries of the socialist system 
has undergone a number of stages of its development, corresponding to the consecutive stages of 
deformation of socialism and maturation of its crisis. As its influence on social relations has 
developed and increased, its egoistic group interests had to took shape as increasingly opposing the 
interests of the development of socialism. And because its privileges that determined these interests 
were guaranteed by the political-legal system, it turned out to be able, at some stage, to subordinate 


the entire system of social relations to those privileges. 


This particular system of realizing privileges, based on the use of social ownership of the means of 
production, made the managing stratum lose interest not only in the further development of socialist 


transformations, but also in the development of the productive forces, which would require limiting 
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its material participation in the surplus product and the systematic lovering of the material standard 
of living of direct producers and the implementation of the law of unequal pay for equal work, 
which ultimately undermined their material interest in the results of production. Here we are already 
dealing with direct indications of the crisis and an expression of the fact that the managing stratum 
has transformed not only into an exploiting stratum, but also into a parasitic stratum inhibiting all 


progressive tendencies. 


What is the social face of this stratum and its origins? This issue cannot, under any circumstances, 
be reduced to former members of the former exploiting classes and their clientele, although they 
occupy an important place in it. But its mass base also consists of former members of the working 
class, peasantry and lower strata of mental employees. Its composition was determined not by social 
origin [of its members], but by current economic conditions. It is recruited both from the higher 
strata of the party-state, economic and administrative apparatus, as well as from intellectual and 
culture-forming circles, from various careerists, schemers and fraudsters, doing their private 
business on the consecutive turns in the development of “real socialism”. The spiritual premise for 
the formation of this stratum was and remains the psyche of the small owner, deeply rooted in social 


consciousness, constantly reborn on the basis of commodity-monetary relations. 


The dividing line is not as straight as the crank critics try to present it, reducing the problem to the 
party apparatus, the party-state bureaucracy or the so-called theory of “activocracy””. Bureaucracy 
is, above all, an inherent feature and tool for pursuing the interests of each class or stratum whose 
privileges are based on exploitation. The party apparatus has never been uniform, neither from the 
point of view of its interests nor from the point of view of its connections with the managing 
stratum. And the so-called the theory of “activocracy” has at its source grievances about failures 
experienced in life rather than more serious material premises. This type of generalization blurs the 


real picture of the situation, often lumping together representatives of opposing tendencies. 


Is the managing stratum aware of the distinct nature of its interests from the very beginning and acts 
purposefully and in an organized manner? Of course not. Its formation and development is a long- 


term process, at first spontaneous and full of contradictions, because it is one of many planes of 


* Theory of “activocracy” (aktywokracja — from ‘aktyw’, a collective noun for activists of the party and official mass 
organizations) was put forward by Mariusz Gulczynski (M. Gulezynski, Koniecznosé gtebszych przemian, "Nowe 
Drogi" No. 12/1988). It asserted that systemic deformations of “really existing socialism” were an effect of 
separation of the vanguard from the broad popular masses as a result of latter’s low level of democratic political 
culture. 
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contradictions between socialist and bourgeois elements and tendencies. For a long period of their 
development, different individuals and groups of people within this stratum pursue their private 
interests without realizing their class essence and subjectively associate them with the interests of 
socialism. The accelerated process of coming to awareness of the social distinctiveness of one's own 
interests begins with the intensification of contradictions, with the manifestation of their 


antagonistic nature on the surface of social relations, with the development of the systemic crisis. 


In the past there have been attempts to identify this stratum with a new privileged class, which is 
generated by similarly new social relations. But the phenomenon in question is not a product of 
socialist social relations. It is an expression of their bourgeois deformation and decay. However, 
until the direct process of restoring capitalist relations begins, we are dealing with a special 
privileged stratum within a society of the transitional period. Although it exercises actual control 
over the means of production, it is not their unlimited owner, and the conditions for this are not yet 
ripe. And the fact that group and class private interests can be successfully pursued through the 
means of production socialized in the state form is fully confirmed by the practice of modern state- 


monopoly capital. 


However, the process of shaping the bourgeoisie as a separate social class, in which the managing 
stratum participates as one of the basic components, participants and inspirers, takes place when the 
direct restoration of capitalist ownership of the means of production begins. This process, like the 
entire process of development of the managing stratum, is not idyllic. It takes place in the course of 
a fierce antagonistic struggle for influence and privileges between the strata and groups 
transforming into a new class. It is carried out primarily on the basis of the use and transfer of 
material resources (capital) from the nationalized industry to the pockets of the emerging 
bourgeoisie, which is supported by the managing stratum as a whole, combining its current 
activities and sources of income with direct participation in capitalist enterprises, in speculative 
activities, in all the tricks that characterize this particularly predatory and specific stage of primitive 


capital accumulation. 


The process of deformation of socialism could not, of course, be limited only to the sphere of 
economic relations and the directly related class structure of the society of the transitional period. It 
is comprehensive in nature and covers all spheres of social relations, including the sphere of the 


superstructure. 
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The deformation of socialism meant inevitable changes in the sphere of political relations, and 
therefore in the political system itself. This concerned primarily power. In the course of changes 
taking place under the direct influence of the interests of the managing stratum, the dictatorship of 
the proletariat was transformed, first into a dictatorship "for" the proletariat, then into a dictatorship 
"over" the proletariat, which meant that the privileged stratum finally gained control over society 


and was the basic condition that opened the path to the restoration of capitalism. 


Of course, this could only happen as a result of transforming the workers' party, as the main center 
of political instruction, into the actual representation of the interests of the managing stratum. This 
meant the liquidation of the ideological-political character of the party as a whole, its revolutionary 
essence and its transformation into an institutional system of levels and organizations blindly 
implementing top-down decisions. This meant not only the process of the party's slow withering 
away, but also its loss of influence and trust among society, especially among the working class. 
Similar processes encompassed the entire political system, primarily trade unions, which freely 
accepted all the decisions of the managing stratum, as well as youth unions and other social 


organizations. 


In this way, the system of democratic centralism, as a method of managing the processes of socialist 
transformations and of participation of the masses in control and management, was transformed into 
bureaucratic centralism, as a method of exercising power and control over society by the managing 
stratum. In practice, this meant the liquidation of socialist democracy in favor of the development of 


democracy in line with the interests of the privileged. 


The deformation also had to cover the sphere of ideological relations. It meant the formal 
acceptance of the assumptions of the scientific theory of the revolutionary workers' movement, with 
the actual formation behind this screen and on the basis of the abandonment of the methodology of 
Marxism-Leninism of a false ideology, within which the apologists of "real and developed 
socialism" justified the socialist nature of bourgeois phenomena with eloquence and commitment, 
with which they are currently debunking their own theories. This was in blatant contradiction to 


reality and had to, as a consequence, undermine public trust in the very idea of socialism. 


The deformation of socialism at the domestic level inevitably led to the abandonment of 
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internationalist unity on an international scale. The particular, “national” interests of the managing 
strata of individual countries of the socialist system ultimately determined the failure of the 
economic integration of socialist countries, and therefore undermined their common economic 
potential and limited their ability to implement socialist transformations. The same interests of the 
managing strata determined the Soviet-Chinese conflict, which had disastrous consequences for the 
development of socialism to date and took on a clearly antagonistic, bourgeois character, as well as 
other similar conflicts within the socialist system. These phenomena, among many others, actually 
led to the disintegration of the international system of socialism and, consequently, of the unity of 
the international communist movement, which was ultimately expressed in the abandonment of a 


common line of struggle for socialism on an international scale. 


The presented tendencies, which prevailed in most countries of the socialist system, must have led 
to economic and social stagnation, to deepening technological and productive backwardness 
compared to capitalism, to the rebirth and exacerbation of internal antagonistic contradictions, to 
the progressive disintegration of the political system and to the discrediting of the actual practice 
and theory of socialism, and finally to the systemic crisis and to attempts to take advantage of it for 
the restoration of bourgeois relations as a guarantee of the maintenance and development of 
privileges. These are inevitable results of the intertwining of objective conditions and subjective 
social aspirations, having all the features of historical necessity, as long as there are sources and 
causes that constantly regenerate and deepen these effects. The above generalizations concern the 
essence of crisis phenomena, but not the ways out of the crisis, which are not limited to capitalist 


solutions. 


The managing strata of the countries of the socialist system are therefore an objective social base 
for the influence of imperialism, as well as a force inspiring and exploiting all anti-socialist 
tendencies to pursue their selfish interests. In this situation, the active protest of working people 
finds an outlet in movements in which political initiative is taken by milieus seemingly leading the 
masses in the fight for justice, but in fact representing, with the consent of the managing strata, a 
counter-revolutionary program. Moreover, it cannot be otherwise when the workers’ party loses its 
revolutionary identity and becomes unfit for struggle at the head of the masses for their socialist 


interests. 


In the above light, what does the issue of the origins of the cult of J. Stalin and its consequences 
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represent? The phenomena of deformation of socialism corresponded to the deepest needs and 
interests of the privileged stratum. This meant not only support, but also a direct and overwhelming 
influence of this stratum on the development of the cult of J. Stalin and its practical consequences. 
Without the comprehensive inspiration and support of this force, the cult of J. Stalin as we know it 
could not have existed. J. Stalin and his cult became a powerful tool for the privileged to pursue 
their interests. In the conditions of the 1930s-1950s in the USSR, the privileged stratum could not 
yet do without J. Stalin, and J. Stalin could no longer do without it or curb its [managing stratum’s] 


bourgeois aspirations. 


It was in this stratum that they [bourgeois aspirations] found direct social support and its interests 
were correlated with the repressions of the period of the cult of J. Stalin. First, after defeating the 
counter-revolution, they struck primarily at the circles that directly or potentially hindered the 
pursuit of the interests of the privileged. At the same time, the repression systematically covered 
every sign of dissatisfaction of the working people, which means that they actually had to suppress 
all criticism and initiative of the masses in the fight against deviations from the principles of 
socialism. Finally, throughout the period, repression was an expression of struggle within the 
managing stratum itself, reflecting the struggle of various private interests. Therefore, this stratum 
was, in large part, not the perpetrator, but the actual initiator and organizer of most acts of 
repression. When the existing legal-political principles transformed from a factor favoring the 
development of privileges into a brake on them and this brake had to be removed, the political elite 
of the managing stratum decided to shift the entire responsibility, both for the groundless 


repressions and for the entire deformation of socialism, to one person. 


Does the above position diminish the responsibility of J. Stalin? On the contrary! It deepens his 
responsibility as party leader. However, it [the above position] is not limited to this, as it shows the 
main direction of the struggle against political deformation, which is personified not by the shadows 


of the past, but by concrete, currently existing social forces. 
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IV. Final remarks 


This contribution is an attempt to show the general sources of the crisis of the socialist system at the 
current stage. It focuses on general issues relating to the contemporary system of socialism and, of 
course, it is neither the last word in this field, nor does it assume an attempt to explain all problems, 
which can only be achieved as a result of comprehensive scientific research and unrestrained 
discussion. This contribution does not assume an explanation of the manifestation of general 
phenomena discussed in individual countries of the system. Each of them had its own specific — 
apart from the general ones — sources, causes and features of the occurrence of these phenomena. 
But the "patriots" of national specificity, who, thanks to official circles, maintain the noisy primacy 
in the field of criticism of "real socialism", turned out to be able, at most, to limit the sphere of 
responsibility for deformations and distortions, when J. Stalin is no longer enough, to one or a few 
people from the spotlight of power at the appropriate time in their own country. Apologists for the 


privileged must never reveal the social essence of their superiors. 


The question arises: Taken together, does this mean the twilight of the new formation before it 
finally took shape? The scientific theory of the revolutionary workers' movement has always held 
the view that the victory of any social revolution leads through countless trials and errors, 
successive failures, from practical experience of which grows victory. Therefore, there are no 
grounds to consider the defeat of “real socialism” in one or several countries as impossible. But 
when the need to move to a higher level of human development matures, no one and nothing, 
including the most severe temporary defeats, can stop it. The objective necessity of transitioning to 
communism is becoming more and more mature all over the world. Just as the Holy Alliance could 
not stop the development of capitalism or change its systemic essence after victory over Napoleonic 
France, the current crisis of socialism is only another, necessary stage of its development. It not 
only contains another defeat of socialism, but also prepares the conditions for its subsequent 


victories. 


So what can one say about the basic, most general conditions on the solution of which further 
socialist transformations depend, without going into inventing detailed miraculous schemes as 
recipes for current social ailments? Experience proves that in order to overcome the crisis of the 
current stage of development of socialism, it is necessary to practically fulfill two conditions 


determining the proper development of socialist relations throughout the transitional period and in 
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the lower phase of communism. 


What are these conditions? 


Firstly, it is about shaping and developing, on the basis of socialist ownership of the means of 
production, of an economic system of material interest of all working members of society (primarily 
and especially, on the one hand, the working class, on the other — the stratum professionally 
managing and directing the life of society) in the direct results of production and of activities 
guaranteeing its development in accordance with the interests of social development, i.e. real, and 
not formal-propagandistic, implementation of the principle of equal pay for equal work, 
remuneration not for formally performed functions, but for the quantity and quality of socially 


useful work, starting from the rank and file worker to the highest leaders. 


Secondly, it is about shaping, consolidating and developing such a political system of domination of 
the working class and its allies (all working people) that will provide them with a reliable guarantee 
of control over all production and distribution of goods, from the point of view of the needs and 


interests of the development of socialism. 


The above conditions are therefore inextricably linked with the necessity to combat and eliminate 
on the scale of the entire society all class, stratum, professional, "prestige", etc. etc. privileges and 


the sources of their rebirth and attempts to restore them at any level. 


For these conditions to be met, there must, of course, mature objective material conditions for their 


implementation and a social force capable of doing so practically. 
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